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HE Author 77 Theſe 

| 28 aſſures 
all e Reader, in the 

5 mo — Solemn manner, 

re is contained i in them no 
Argument, or Branch of Any 
Arcument ; but what, upon the 
mſt ſerious Conſt deration aud 
careful Review, appears to Him 
riftly and perfect conclu- 

ve. Ui any one ſhall think fit to 
Aa „ 
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rn 4 N N 
9 4 
TY p . 


I. and not darken Argument 
of Reaſon and Scripture, by inter. 
mixing with them * — 
to the Paſſions of the 
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OBSERVATIONS 


Elgar + ps 
Dr WATE RLAND's 
Second DEFENSE 


OB SE RVAT. L 


neerning ſome remarkable Texts 
Scripture. 


HE True Scripture-Doftrine of the 
Trinity, is That which is the aatu- 
ral Reſale of All the Texts of Serip- 
ture relating to That matter, when 
compared together: And when 
they are each of them paraphraſed 
according to That Doctrine, the 
er aer them Al ſhall appear uniform and conſiſtent ; 


mY 


is, in our Lord's own Words, expreſly founded im 
the Father's having Committed all Fudgment ut) 


i . De- 
Jen ſe. p. 
381. 


: fame ing; he had 9 neceſſarily, and in 


orte. * een att denied 


De Clarke has clearly and diſtinctly done, in hy 
| Seriptaere-Dotirine of the Trinity, What Work ) 
 Waterland would have made, had he attempted 
like manner to go through Al the Texts of the Ny 


but bath committed all Fudgment to the Son: Tix 


* worſhipped BECAUSE God. Committed Judgmed 
& to him; but God committed it to him for This od 


e zity and Divinity of his Perſon, and rherexpon 2 


eee ee eee 
ing of every fie Text. This, I think, is un 


Teſtament according to His explication of the Do 
ctrine; may appear to the Satisfaction of every m. 
ſonable Man, from a very few Inſtances taken outd 
his Second __ of his Queries. 


John V; 225 23. | The Father judgeth wo ma 


all men ſhould honour the Son, even as they hos 
the Father. 


| Here the Honour required to be paid to Chil, 


him. No, fays Dr Waterland :, © Chriſt is NOT 


« and pwrpoſe, that Men might be ſenſible of the Di 


＋ ſhip him. Meaning by cc rhe Dir of bs 
Perſon, ſupreme Divinity, accompanied ed neceſſui 
and independently with the fame abſolute Summa 
of Dominion and Authority, as the Father himſelf is 
So that (according to Dr Marerland) he had tl 


very ſame Power of Judgment, Before Judgment ws 
committed to him; as he had After, Or, which sti 


pendenth 


12 


in . be enn d. 


os «pg ns Right to have committed' n A. 
rr er in his Human Capacity, as the Fo * 
had to commit it to him in Either Capacity. = 
L Negſetting therefore the Reaſon upon which the 
di ne expreſy founds the Honour we are to pay 
cChriſt the Dr builds it entirely upon another P. 407- 
xndations on which: the Scripture aever builds it; 
iz, on This, that By Hin: God CRE. Al ED all things. 
hat By Him God Created all things, the Scripture 
ru But there is in V place of Scripture 
y intimation, of his being Forſbipped upon That 
nt. The Reaſon is, becauſe: (as All Chriſtian 
Nriters unanimouſly agree, ) the Son's part in the 
tow was merely * miniſterial. Which (hat- 
es ever 


= ST 


enge Be. * TT 9 76 T rares ris. 

n 0 ies Tx TRUYTE idnuvgynoer 5 d T0 * rupſj Ta rere 

ahm, "Etvory, © 6 uit; dd mw £Xy g oi e 7 wWiny 

ray. i. e. When the Father willed that all things 

oe formed, the Son formed them by the Appointment 

F the Father : That ſo the Original Abſolute: Supreme Autho- 

n [That's the Signification of & gute,] might be re- 

red to the Father; and at the ſame time, the Son might 

ove Power over the things that he made: Cyrill. Hieroſ. 

tech, 11. And it has been uſual (d iays Dr Waterland, 

2d, Def. p. 344,) with All the Chriſtian Writers, to repre- 

nt All Offices as deſcending from the Father to the Son. 

* Ahanafius Himſelf allows, that God the Son wrought in 

ile Creation, upon rhe Father's iſſuing out his Fiat or Com- 
18 as for it: As aiſo do ſeveral other Poſt-Nicene Wri- 

% 

ere That New and Wonderful Fiction of Dr | 

5 (which I know not whether it qver before en» 

tis | tred 
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er bene u W e 
Wc high 2 Title (in the moral or religious Sh 
viz. conſidered as a Ground of OREN YT 
Hyd and ns Power. 'f | 


— 


Joh. XVII. 1, 2, 4. 3. 6, 6, wot 225 233 24. % 
fs lift up his Eyes to Heaven, and ſaid: Fathe, 1 
hour is come; glorify thy Son, that thy Son alſin 
_ glorify Thee. As Thou haſt Given him power our d 

fleſh, that he ſhould give eternal Life to as man 
Tuo haſt Given him. I have glorified the a 
the Earth; I have finiſhed the Work, which Thon G 
veſt me to do. Aud now, O Father, © Glorify thu 
« me with thine own Self, with the Glory whichl 
& had with thee before the world was. havens 
nifeſted thy Name, unto the men which thou Garl 
me out of the World. —— For I have 9 im 
them the Words which thon Gaveſt me, 
they have believed that thou didſt ſend me. — 4 
Thou haſt ſent ME into the World, even ſq have I 4 

ſent Them into the World. ——- And the Glory whid 
thou Gaveſt ME, I have given Them. — That 
World may know that Thou haſt ſent me. Ile 
they may behold my G lory which Than haſt Given " 


tred into the Heart of Any Chriſtian Writer,) vis. th 
1 his Abſolute Supreme Dominion and Authority of the Gi 
and Father of All, ariſes wholly from mere mutual volu 
—_— tary Concert and Agreement; and has no other neceſary 
=_ | Ground in Nature, than ſuch a bare Priority of Order, | 
1 no natural and neceſſary Foundation of Any real Suhr 
1 e Dominion gnd Authority at all: Cancerning This, l fl 
"HEM -- . "WF below, ä II. and Me 
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e ee ue. the Prone the on 


Vpontheſe worde, i Was claws 85 o Dr Man - 
lau. If the Sow had (as you ſay) the SAME Claim | 
e Tirte-to Wor ſhip, the SAME Right to all Glory, 39 
« that the Father himſelf hath ; it could be no more 
proper r for the don to pray to the Father to glorify 
the Son (to glorify him either with neu or with 
« antient glory, ) than for the Father to pray to the 
Sox to r the Father. Nor does it at all alter 
be caſe, if you ſay he prayed only for his Humane 
Nuure. For ſtill the Impropriety will be the 
lane as before : that the Son ſhould pray to the 
Father to give to his Humane Nature That Glo- 
ry, which the Sor himſelf had the very SAME 
Right to have given to it, of his own Authority, 
g the Father ima had.” The Anſwer Dr 
ſurrlaud makes to This, is in the following Words. 
n ark, if the Son's glorifying the Father, means Second p 
the very SAME thing with the Father's glorify- 1 4 7. 
ing the Son 7 TES, the very SAME thing : Hew 
| can you doubt of it, whey you read Joh. xvii, 1. 
And again; th, but ſay you, could not the Son 
hinſelf have given it by his 4 Authority ? TES: 
' But as the Father did not Diſdain to recieve Glory 
fam the Son, 2phy ſhowld the Son Refuſe zo recieve 
Glan from the Father? By This Reaſoning then, 
tre being uo Natural Superiority of real Aut ho- 
lj or Dominion; ) the Father, had it not been other- 
iſe agreed upon by voluntary Concert, might as 
dlibly #ot fois Dilained to have been incarnate, 
t have been Sent by the Son, and to have * 
B to 
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3 = J. of acknowledgement of having received all thingshy 


| Obſervations # on D- Waterlnds 
Olle. to him, and to hav uſed all. the ſame eaprſa 


Gift from the Son, as we find our Lord did i 
This Prayer to his Father. If any man, who (u 
ſay no more) reads ſeriouſly This very Chapter, a 
believe This to be the Doctrine of Chriſt ; I thin 
it can be to no Purpoſe, to indewour to cots 
vince him of any thing: 


1 Cor. VIII; 5, 6. ne be God nar 
and Lords Many. But to Us there is but One Gu, 
ix. ] the Father, of whom are all things, aud w i 
bim; And One Lord, [viz.] Jeſus Corif, 2 whom 
are all things, and We by Him. 
This Text is ſo directly, both in Seuſs and a 
Terms, contradictory to Dr Waterland's Notion; 
that *tis very remarkable, in what Manner he bs 
1 been forced to treat it. 
Second De- 1, He tells us: The giving the Name [One Gol 
ens 9 « ſometimes to One [to the Father | ſingly, is mo 4 
ce gument that the Same Name may not alſo juſh 
& belong to Both [to the Father and Son] together. * 
No: Not the giving the Name Sometimes, but tit 
giving it at All times, to the Father ſingh ; andno 
only the giving it at All times ro the Father ſingly, bi 
1 Cor. viii, moreover the giving it Sometimes So to the Fathe 
« beſiv,6. ſingly, as to put it in expreſi Contradiſtinctim i 
Job. xvii, the Son mentioned in the very ſame Sentence; I 
3. 255 ii. . 72 Argument, and wore than an Argument, ? that th 
| 7. Same Name (and 1 in the ſame Senſe) Cannot . ly Jy K. 


7 to Both. 


1. 10 


| 


Sicatid Defenſe of his QUERIES. 


2. In another Place, He Thus comments upon 


Father, of whom are all things, #s the One God. 
ehe Aa Gt he) db e ve 


Tes: Scripture ſtiles the Father the One or Only 
God: That's ALL you SHOULD pretend. 


1 fay,) that To US there is One God, the Father; 
ut only, on the reverſe, to give the Father the Style 
r Title of the One God. Which is entirely a de- 


je God is The Father, of whom are all Things; and 


nt the Apoſtle in This Text, is not reciting the 
Maratters of the Father, and telling us that the Fa- 
rr may be filed the One God; but on the other 
de, he is declaring to us Who the One God is, 
ia, that tis The Father, of whom are all things ; 


Mme Lord, Feſus Chriſt, By whom are all things. 


tut * the Son is Tacitly included, though the Fa- 
ther be eminently ſtiled The One God: Nay, 
vluch is very hard indeed,) Tacitly included, 
ough by Name E pre . y excluded, and contradiſtin- 


7 words of the Text itſelf. Again ; © The Farber 
' (lays he,) of whom are all things, is the One God 


B 2 in 


his Text- Tes; the Apoſtle tells us, that the 


ſion between us in Theſe Terms; Scripture, you ſays 
tells" as there is but One God, even the Father. 


n Propoſition. For *tis one thing, to ſay that The 


Id: This in expreſs Contradiſtinction too, to the 


rt. 


Obſerva 
1. | 5 


p. 194. 
. 430. 


lere the Dr directly corrupts the Apoſtle's Aſſer- 
on: Not allowing him to fay, (what he expreſly 


1 her thing to lay that The Father, (though not 
he Father Only,) is The One God. Now tis evi- 


z. The Dr therefore is forced further to affirm, _ 


p. 463. 


Wſbed by a peculiar character of his Own, in the : 


'Y 


a ; . 
= 42 3 
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| Obſerv. ee in oppoſitian to Falſe ones, to Nominal God; a 
* Lordi. not in oppoſrion to God the Sm," 
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every (even the Meanęſt) man's common ſinſe iv 


eth the Father but the Son, does it therefore follow tt 


Neo other Saviour but Foſhua:. And yet no man ever wi ſ 
fnſclefs, as to miſunderſtand the Extent of Either of ti 


x * 


Obſervations on Dr Waterland / 


And yet, in the very words of the Text, The (be 
God is oppoſed, NOT ONLY to Falſe Gods u 
Lords, to Nominal Gods and Lords, but ALSO fn 
expreſs Terms) to the One True and Real Lord 
[or Through | whom are all things. Nor can them i 
This caſe poſſibly be any Room for That Obſers 
tion, that Excliſtve Terms are not always uk 
6 interpreted with Rigour. For though General i: 
cluſrve Terms, not only Sometimes, but Always ui 
Neceſſarily, leave room, for Such tacit Exceptions 8 


ways ſuppoſed to know, that (of neceſſity) thy 
cannot but be excepted even out of the moſt * Uni 
verſal expreſſions : (For which reaſon, tis rid 
lous in Dr Waterland to ask; Becauſe no one hun- 


the Father Himſelf does not know the Father? 40 
Becauſe One had a Name written, that no man kw 
but He himſelf; and to Another was Given. 
new Name written, which no one kyoweth, ſavin l. 


The Reaſon is; becauſe All univerſal Expreſſions, er 
in their utmoſt Univerſality, are, in the nature of langugh 
neceſſarily and always underſtood to extend only to All of It 
Kind ſpoken of, and in The Senſe ſpoken of, whatſoever it be 
Thus tis very proper to ſay, that God was The Only Su. 
aur of Iſrael, and that they had No other Saviour but G 
or that Joſhua was The Only Saviour of Iſrael, and that they hu 
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meg of his Qu ERIE 8. 


ho Gave this Name, was ignorant of it Himſelf*) 
houghz 1 ſay, This is, in the nature of Languages 
eſarily the Caſe in All Univerſal Expreſſions ; z yet 


0 hereiever Any Particular Thing or Perſon is, by 
( 1 br Particnlar Title or Character, contradiſtingui- 
| id from Avy Orber Thing or Perſon, mentioned 


the fame time under Another particular Title or 
bracter; 3 *tis infinitely abſurd There, to ſu ppoſe 
he Latter © Tacitl included in the Former, from 
hich it is expresſly excluded by the contradiſtingui- 
hing Character. Which 1 is the Cn in the Text 
ee 

4. To hinder the Reader IO ſceing ſo very clear 
nd 4ftinft, as well as obvious a Truth; the Dr en- 
kwours to cover him with a Thick Daſt, of Words 


* 1 Cor. VIII, 6. Which you think, highly abſurd. 
But (ſays he) what if I ſhould plead, that That 
One God is a filly Expreſſion, where there are not 
Two One-Gods > and therefore ſbould rather 
' ſay, that our Lord is not That Perſon there ſtiled 
One God by way of Eminence, but Avother Per- 
' ſo, who is yet One God with him. —— 70 
Ae it appears, that the Many Gods and Many 
Lords mean the Same thing "4 different Names; 
Aud that St Paul, in oppoſition to having Many, 
derts that All things were Of the One God, and 
By the One Lord; intimating their perfect Unity 
F Power, Perfection aud Operation, ſo as to be 
4 * Both bur One God a4 One Ford; 3 the One Lord 
Do. Going 


, retehutth it; docs it therefore follow, that HE ore. 


ut have No Significat ion. Tor ſuppoſe I ſhall p. 436, 
' ſz, that our Lord is That One God mentioned 437+ 


Obſery. being One with the Ont. God, and the One Gud | 


Father had put all things under his Feet: And th# 


Obſervations. on Dr Waterland's 


e ing One with the. One Lord. Had the Auth 

been unknown, it could not have been believed thy 

ſuch a Twiſt of unintelligible Words, (in way d 

Comment upon a Text ſo plain, that without Lo 

ing and vain Philoſophy no man could poſſibly have i 

Anderſtood it;) ſhould have n, from che Pen of 
a Serious Writer, 


| 1 2 XV; 53 24, 27, 28. Then 3 4d 
when he ſball have delivered up the Kingdom to GOD, 
ven the FATHER. — For HE hath put all things min 
bis Feet. But when he ſaith, all things are put undy 
him, it is manifeſt that HE is excepted, who Did pud 
things under him. And when all things ſhall be ſub 
dued unto him, then ſhall the Son alſo himſelf be Suk 
Jett unto Him that put all things under lum. that G 

2 be all in all. 
From theſe Tomi It was argued ; that All A 
| * Dominion was Originally and Abſolutely in th 
Father alone, and from Him delivered to the Son! 
That the Son's Dominion was Then complete, whe 
all things were actually ſubdued unto him, and the 


the Son's delivering up at the end the Kingdom ur 
to the Father, and being ſubjeF unto Him tha u 
all things under him, is an Acknowledgment a 
Proof, that All Authority and Dominion was and 5 
Originally and Abſolutely in the Father alone. 
In Anſwer to This, Dr Waterland makes the fol 


lowing Comments upon the Texts, 
| Fc Neitht 


1 2 of bis QvantEs: 
d | « Ntither does God's being the Head of cbriß 5 Oblers, 
uta e bis Putting all things under him; conclude ay tb 
| the thing againſt what I aſſert, that Both together 5% De. 


lers putting all things under the Son, was the 
ſet of mere voluntary Concert and As reement, 


minion in the Father: And the Son might as Poſe 
1 on thd reverſe; have put all things under the 
ther, and the Father himſelf have been Subject un- 


r be all in all. 

Again: “ The Father is + Lord of all, ASO 
LUTELY: And SO is the Son, for any thing that 
N THOUGH the Father put all things under 
and though the Son be Smbjett unto Him 
4 all things under him. 

Again: „“ But you ſay, This Power and e 
(of the Son) became Plenary over all things both 


Plenary, did you [a ay ? and over All things ? * I think 
mt: Nor is even the Father's Dominion yet ſo Ple- 
Mry as this comes to: See 1 Cor. XV, 28. 
inſt 6. will: be their Lord again in right of Re- 
Qmption,] in 4 ſtill more Plenary Senſe, after the 
40 of Judgment; as will ALSO God the Father. 


things 2 But I fe ( ſays he) the Force of your 
Argument lies in the words, accipiens poteſtatem, 
ad, tradita ſunt, [viz. that the Son Keceived his 
over from the Father, and that all chings were 
Delivered to him * the Father. 1 Aud Jet yow'l 'll 


think, 


Him that put all things lr 1 that the. Son 


in Heaven and Earth, when he had been Incarnate. 


What Diffculty is there in theſe plain, common 


Bo » 
— 1 
1 
— 


r One God SUPREME. That is: The fenſe, p. 38. 


cof my natural Superiority of real Aurhority and 


p. — 2 K 
. 87. 


7 82. 


Obſervations on Dy. Waterlands | 


Obſerv . think ir F Father's Sp 

Jad * « cy, that HE 4s to Receive 4 Kingdom, whit 
n ce fo be Delivered to him by the Son, 1 Cor. xy, 10 
5 As if the Father's Receiving the Kingdom, which 
Son at the End delivers up to him, in ordertoj 
himſelf Subject unto Him that put all things mi 
bim; was as much an Argument « of the Sent 
macy over the Father; as the Son's Receiving | 
Power in Heaven and in Earth, Given him byt 
Father, is an argument of the Father's Suprm 
over the Son. Was ever any * en a 
ſo important a Subject? L 
b. 122. Vet the ſame thing He repeats again: oy g. 
2 ( fays he) in ſpeaking of Chriſt's Receiving Dons 
cc nion; which relates only to the Oeconom or I 
& penſariun: According to which, God the Fat: 
& will Receive a Kingdom at the laſt day, and 
urge his Dominion over his Subjetts. ” And 
7 381. gain: © The Prophecy of Denn ch. vii, 13, 1h 
[One like the 855 F man came to the Att 
ent of days, and they brougbt him near ar. 
And there was GIVEN him Dominion and Gly 
and a Kingdom,] < ſpeaks of a Kingdom in a Pit 
ee cular Senſe; AS 1 Cor. XV, ſpeaks of 4 4 N 
 « dom to be RECEIVED: by the FATHER. Ti 

ec ig all Oeconomical. 

Do Theſe Words need any Reflection upd 
them ? 


Eph. IV. 3, 5, 6. One Spirit; — Or Ln 
One God and Father of All, whois Aion 
all, and Through all, and In you all. 


a hy 1 7.9% 7 
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aud Defenſe of bis Quan ir 


This Doctrine of the Trinity delivered in theſe Obſerv. 
ods by the Apoſtle, is ſo expresſly A 'I 
Wet s Scheme, and ſo impoſſible to be 
xverted even into any Appearance of Conſiſtency 
ch it; that the Dr finds himſelf here obliged even 
rly to tell us, that St Paul owght not to have 
nit Thus, as he did; | 
One Spirit, —- 

—.—.— God and Father of All, who it wo 

all, and through all, and In you alle } 

ut that he onght to have tranſpoſed his Words, 
nd altered his Senſe, Thus: 
One Spirit; — ) Which Three are the One 
One Lord ; — 0 God, who is Above all, and 
One Father of all;) Through all, and In you all. 


le Difference, is This. In Sr Pauls Trinity the 
God and Father of All, who is Above all, and 
ugh all, and In jon all; is expreſſly One Perſon 
the Three. In Dr Waterland's Trinity, he is both 
Perſon of the Three, and alſo at the ſame time Al 
Three, Do I here miſrepreſent or aggravate? Let 
n then tell us, hat mean the following words, com- p. 59, Co 
ating upon this Text. He [the One God and Fa” 
ther of All, who is Above all, and Through all, and 
In you all,] 5s There diſtingui ſped from the One Spi- 
nt; and the One Lord. And what if the One Lord 
nd One Spirit be There firſt diſtinitly named? I 
ſee no Abſurdity in AFTERWARDS mentioning and 
SUMMING up the THREE Perſons in the ONE 
GOD” [the One God and Father of All, are 
* Apoſtle * under a threefold conſidera- 
| S “tion 


18 


Obſerr. e tion of above all and through all- and in FL 
I. 


5. 137. 
J. 61. 


þ. 61. 


e gave to their Supreme Father of Gods and Men. 


« bove all, as Father, as Head and Fountain; 7 hrouh 
« all, by the Word; and In all, by the Spint:" 


0 ce true Meaning, to ſuppoſe him <« ſpeakin 1 
1 < the Father all the way, when the One God is li 
( Subjett —— 

Father, Son, and Hoh Ghoſt.” And yet, not only 


moreover Athanaſius himſelf declares, on the contra, 


7 Contr. Atianos Orat. 3. 


Obſervations on Dr Waterlands 


Offences will come, and Infidelity will be lepti pt i 
by them, in a negligent and debauched world: }y 
why men ſhould take Delight in inventing ſuch Ok 
fenſes, and hanging Millftones nerdleſly about tte 
neck of Religion, I cannot conceive. 
There is in: This Text Another Particular, very 
diſag reeable to Dr Waterland. Which is, the Ab- 
ſes aſcribing to God the Title of Father of All, « 
Father of the Univerſe. To find fault with & pal 
for chooſing ſuch a Pagan expreſſion, was not decem: 
But whenever Auy Other Chriſtian Writer uſes it, W 
<« jn compliance with the Pagan ſtyle ;” tis © becauſtl 
« is talking to a Pagan, to whom therefore he adam 
70 * ſtyle, calling the Father by ſuch a Nare as Pagan 


For the ſame reaſon, when Arhanaſins figs 
e There is preached One God, Who is — 4 


the Dr contends, that tis £c be the Aub! 


conſidered in the ſeveral perſon! 


the neceſſary kt of This very, pallage, bi 


in the fulleſt and maſt expreſs words, that he 1s hoy 


mg cf the Father All the ay.” For there is (lays? 
0 
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gend Defenſe of his QUERIES. 19 


— 


al he) cc One God, even THE FATHER ; WHO exiſts Obſery, 
6 of himſalfs As being Above all; who manifeſts — 2 | 
1 himſelf in the Son, as being Through all; and "NY 


; who wanife 2 himſelf in the Spirit, as working In 
Al, through the Word and by the Spirit. See 
we Paſſages of the ſame kind, cited in Dr Clarke's 
aipture-Doctrine, 4 232, Edit. 1ſt. p. 202, 
it, 3 


Hi, II; 8, 9, x7. „ ee. Oe. 
abel ro _ aeg given him A Name 


ve ever, Name : That every tongue ſhould 
ts hi fe 5 that Feſus Chriſt is Lord, | iss 7 to the | 
oa ef God the Father. 


Upon This Text it was alleged, that whereas 
te Apoſtle affirms, that God Therefore highly Ex. 
ed Chriſt, becauſe he had become Obedient unto 
Nh; it was moſt abſurd in Dr Waterland, to in- 
pret God's highly Exalring Chriſt, in the Same 


ſe a8 MEN in their Prayers highly Exalt GOD. 
hs, the Dr replies : No, but —— in the Second Def. 
« w Same Senſe as MEN in Preaching, or the libe, p 223. 
r GOD by Proclaiming and Publiſhing his 

Praifes. Aud now, WHERE is there any the leaſt 


Apearance of Abſurdity? To This Queſtion, 


only proper Anſwer, I think; is in the words 
e Paul, 1 Cor. xiv, 38, 1 * man Be 2 
93 "4"; ler him be ignorant. © 
he) It was further alleged, that Dr Waterland moſt 4 N 


Wal fo i interprets This Phraſe, ¶ gr] given him 
Meme; as if it could fi gnify Exrolling and Mag- 


8 nifying 


20 Obſervations on Dr Water land? 
Obſerv. nifjing in ſuch a Senſe, as MEN extoll or magiig 
I. GOD; As if men could [gray] grating 
* grant any thing to God. The Anſwer which 

| Dr Materland returns to This, it will be ſaffci 

do tranſcribe, without making any ,Remark upon i 
$224 © Ton charge me with interpreting | ixafirare, hath g. 
N sven, ] moſt abſurdly : I ſuppaſe if you had had ay 

&« REASON to aſſign, you would have obliged u 

t withit. I ſee no Abſurdity in interpreting Givus 

Le Name, to be Giving a Name: Which is all I ba 

% done, But it is very abſurd of You, to imagin, 

& that God may not glorify his Son, as well as his Sn 

* may glorify Him, by ſpreading and extalling li 

& Name over the whole Creation. 

7. 390. As to the Laſt part of the Text: migbt hem in 
c fiſt upon it, ſays the Dr, that the words ¶ uchi irn 

a CE Xpigag tis MZ 2 rarpos, 5 may be juſtly rendred, Ile 

Lord Jeſus Chriſt is, (or Jeſus Chriſt is Lord) 

« IN the Glory of God the Father. Which Rn 

« dring would entirely defeat your Argument.” 

My Anſwer is, (though without it the Argumeat 

would not be at all defeated ;) that I cannot bit 

5 wonder whence it comes to paſs, that Some mend 
b | | Great Abilities and Great Learning, can never be mat 
to underſtand Grammar. For becauſe, here TW, 
different Phraſes happen (in any particular caſe) u 
amount to the ſame thing in Senſe, they may in Il 
caſe (not indeed be put the One for the Other, but) 
Either of them be uſed indifferently and with q 
Propriety ; therefore in Other caſes, where they villa 
amount to the ſame thing in Senſe, and where tht 


fannt be uſed with equal Propriety, men wil 5 
1 f 


Second Defenſe of his Qu ERIES 21 
grad that One of them may be put for the O- Obſerv. 
, Than which, nothing can be more abſurd: As I. 


b needs be evident to every one, who will be — 
to make Tryal of it in his ows Mother- 


n i. . But to inſtance in the word here referred to. 

bg. f mean to affirm that a Man is In the Field, I can 
Nick equal propriety of Speech ſay either that he is 
4 s or # 4yp2» ; becauſe the Senſe, in This caſe, 

ving WWW:rpens to be the fame, whether J fay that he is In 

hen e Field, or that he is gone or carried Into the Field. 


ut if Il intend to expreſs that Graſi grows In the 
ld. I cannot fay # , but only & «yz5, When 
Ir Vaterland apprehends the Reaſon of This; he 
Fill know hy he could not (though he fanſies he 
Ar) have inſiſted on the Rendring of the Text 


i re mentioned. 


Rev. I, 8. I am Alpha and 1 the Beginning 
ud the Ending, ſaith the Lord; which is, and which 
uu, and which is to come, the Almighty. 

That theſe words are ſpoken of the Father, appears 
from hence; that the Term ['s rarrerbüraęg, The Al- 
mighty, is in Scripture- language Alva 75 without 
exception (and from thence in All the Antient 
(reeds) applied to the perſon of the Father only; 
nd that the Character, which is and which was and 
which is to come, is, in the 4th Verſe of this Chapter, g 
{et down as the peculiar perſonal diſtinguiſhing cha. 1 
nder of the Father only ; and applied to Him alſo [ 
in every other place, where it occurs: ch. IV, 8. _ 
a 17. XVI, 5. How fully every thing, that =O 
Pens alle est to the contrary, has been. before 
obviated ; = 


22 


Ober PREP may be ſeem by any one who pleiſs 
A compare his Second Defenſe, p. 242 Cc. with c 
Kephy, p. 506 &c. and Dr Care s Scripture-I, 
frine, ch. I, F z, Num. 414. For of Reprtitn 
there is no End. 
5 He makes one only Obſervation af moment, in th 
7.242 following words : As to the Context, you mi 


ſons, but the Context allo ſufficiently ſhows th 
words to be ſpoken of the Father. For though th 


conclude a full period with the clauſe, Amen. All 
tis the Method of the Apoſtle in this chapter, wa 


word of God, and the Teſtimony of Jeſus Onh 


Eighth, Ninth, and Tenth verſes, is mentioned gil 


the Teſtimony of the Son, and the Inſpiration of th 


Obſervations an Dr Waterland's 


C #0 Reply at all; though it is certainly of very gu 
cc moment, for the aſcertaining the Conſtruction. 
anſwer : Not only the foregoing demonſtrative Ju. 


words foregoing are ſpoken of the Son, yet thy 


introduction to the following Revelation, to 70 
ſeveral times the characters of the diſtinct Perſon 
concerned therein. In the Firſt Verſe is mentioned 
God, that 1s, the Father, who gave the Revelation; 
and Jeſus Chriſt, to whom the Revelation was gin 
and the Angel who was ſent to ſi gnify it unto his Se. 
vant John. In the Second verſe, is mentioned tit 


In the Foarth and Fi ifth verſes, is a Salutation from 
Him which is and which as and which is to cm, 
and from the ſeven Spirits which are before his Throw, 
and from Jeſus Chriſt the Faithful Witneſs. In te 


The Majeſty of the Father who gave the Revelatioh. 


Spirit. I am Alpha and Omega, the Beginning and 
the Eee ſaith rhe Lords wich is and _ 


. "ob 
; . — 
N 
3 


vl is Quan ins: — 


Ne ee the Tamar Tow | * 
* . 14s in the 1 &c Dt, 
lig | 

1 the 

wal OBSERVA T. . 


meerning the Supreme Authority and De 
minion m of God the F. ather. 


Rthe 
y The x Sur eme Authority, and orig inal aka * Nl 
r abſolute Dominion, of the God an Father of 15 & a h⁰ν 
they £ vote, as 


Wl, who is Above All : That Authority, which is diſtingui- 
e Foundation of the Whole Law of Nature; Them ae 2 
hich is taught and confirmed, in every Page of the .,. 6 
ew Te hee; ; Which is profeſſed and declared in 

r Firſt Article of every Antient Creed, in every 
Irftian Church in the World; and which is main- 
ined, as the Firſt Principle of Religion, by every 
Inifien Writer, not only in the Three Firſt Centu- 


is, but even in the following Ages of Contention 


; id Ambition : This Supreme Anthority and original 
r nependent abſolute Dominion, Dr Waterland in his 
1 at Book, (merely for the more conſiſtent ſalving 


a metaphyſical ſppotheſis,) has by a new and un- 

ard of Fiction, without any Shadow of evidence 

om any one Text of Scripture, in direct Contradi- 

ton to the Firſt Article of All the Antient Creeds, 

thout the Teſtimony of any one Antient (T had 

moſt faid or Modern) Mriter; very preſumptu- 
uſly, (and, had Fe himſelf been an Oppoſer of the | 
Mpotheſis he defends, he would have f. aid, blaſphe- 

g) reduced intirely to Nothing. Be. 


= I => I 


Ob ſervations on Dr. Waterland / 
Obſerr. He has reduced it to Nothing; by maintuniy 
II. and contending, that it conſiſts wholly in 77 
Second De- If. In a Supremacy of Authority and Domiin 
fence,p. 20, not natural, but merely oeconomical, founded wn 
ln. mere voluntary agreement and mutual Conſm, 
Which is NO Supremacy .of Authority and Di 
nion at all. . 2 
 . 2dhy. In a Swpremacy or Priority of Order, ut 
oeconomical, but natural. Which yet he fully al 
clearly explains to be a Priority in NOT HING, an. 
ority in mere empty words, and in No reſpelt uy 
real Priority at all. 3 

The Firſt of theſe Charges 1 ſhall prove, in ti 

Preſent Obſervation; the Second, in That whi 

g. 1 

Preface _ had been alleged, that He who Never acts in Su 
zhe Reply, ction to the Mill of Any other Perſon, and Every other lr. 
5 = fon whatſoever ALWATS acts in Subjection to His fl 
(which is the Diſtinguiſhing Perſonal Character of tis 
Father ;) ig Alone the One Supreme Governour of ii 
Univerſe. In reciting This Argument Twice, Dt 
Materland does Tivice omit the word ALMA 

in which the Streſs of the Argument lies. And 

then he replies ; that it \ought to have been ſhow 
| Second De. not only that All other perſons ” [ Always] © AT 
| Joe 18, > % Sub jection, (for an Equal may ACT in Subjell. 
: © on to an Equal, or even to an Inferiour, ) but th 

«+ they ARE really Subject: As if there coull 

be any Other Proof of Being really Subject, than 

the Acting ALWAYS in Subjection. And he allege 


as an Inſtance, that Our Lord waſhed his Dj ® 
. 19245 0 cp U 
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ne. of his Quen IG 


W Nn * As if his Acting Alvays in Obedj- O 
#14 tht Mill of lis Father, was no more a Token 
"ou being Really Subject to Him ho put all 
* under bim; than his condeſcending Once to 
pb "bis Diſciples Feet, was in Token of his being 
belly Sabjelt to Them. Is This, arguing ſeriouſly? 
ud yet he repeats it again: 4 Tow proceed (ſays he) to 
* obſerves, that the Son Miniſtred to the Father; Vos 
Might have obſerved n that be 2 __ 
Diſciples Feet? 
\« Origen Che tells us) carries ; the Argument 1p 
% Formal Equality in Greatntſ?.” And by 
Thü he hopes the Reader will be led to imagine, 


f kis'Own 'Writings) meant to leave no-Room for 


ny real Swpremacy of Authority. But tis very 
yell worth the while to obſerve, in what words 


xe expreſſes this Formal Equality in Greatneſs. 
Tur God and Father of the Univerſe *- hath Im. 


* bath Imparted even (Hi s Greatneſs, ” fays Dr Mater. 
u stranſſation. No, but) «© OF his Greatneſs,” ſays 
Drizen, © He bath Imparted even of His Greatneſs 
"alſo," to the C Only-Begorten and ay: of every 
ce. But co proceec. 

J Father (fays Dr Waterland) is -—— is, 
* Office ſuperiour, by Mutual Concert and Agree- 
ner.. e Supremacy of Office, by Mutual 
| — and 1 Oeconomy, belongs to the 


0 e's LOTTO 


'Þ TI] ry T4 | years, To Me 7 
gore u x Nie. 


. Origen (in direct contradiction to every page 


and“ (iñ This expreſſing a Formal Equality ?) he 


* Father,” , He that Sends, is for That very 
D | reaſon 


P. 88. 


p. 45. 


. | Obſervations on Dr Waretlands, 


Ne — — 


Oblerv. « reaſon. Greater than Him [Greater than He] the 


41 II. ce is Sent; greater, . in reſpelt F Offer  Volumaj 
: 18 « entred ir. e Hippolyrus talks of the 3, 
= *. pher's Commanding, the Son. Oleying; yet «.u, 


* ver ſuſpetted any thing of Subjettion or * Servilg 


&« in it, but only a different. Order or Many | 
te operating, ſo far as concerns. the Horb of Creain; Wh | 
r or. Orconeny, acl 
128. 4. Other matters.” The Son is an Agel 


ö 


ce Meſſenger, not + by Muse, but by Office-a 
| Voluntary [meaning merely Palumary)  Condeſirs 
| P. 135+ cc fron. „ & ho ever ſaid. that it was. Al. 
3 Iutely or Phyſically Impoſſible; for the Father t d 
1 4 as the Son did? nnn, that 
| I” « could not do it Suitably. nisi «* Which it m 
« way inconſiſtent with the Son 8 Equality of —« 

5. 142. C DOMINION,” © All the | peculiar. Ms 

c. jeſty of the Father, lay ONLY in This, that k 

C NOT [ that is, by mutual Concert ad 

1 Agreement, Was not] “ 10 be Viſible in am wa « 
# al,; [The Apoſtle had Another Notion. of thi 
Col. i. 15. matter, when he ſtiled him The /avi/ble God, whan 
| „ do man hath. ſeen nor CAN. ſee :] 4 Becauſe h 
_ 1- « JAS NOT” [that is, again, by mutual. Cor 
cert and Agreement. only: Was not] “ to min 


. 146. ( or to be incarnate. I meant Og / i 


5 
— 


*The * Seljedin, very Noelle expreſſes 1 ro ory 
ric: But, Servility, has in the Engliſh language quite a differen 
Signification, -and therefore f is here very deceitfully all 6 
Synonymous to it. 6h 

4 * man tell what, the bing paſs 
« ture, means? 


«th * AT. NESS 
r £ 
N R 12 4 
- did r 
25 N © . * % 1 
8 4g FL 3; F. 7 
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Kemd Defenſe of his QUE R 1 ES. 
 Sw'eminifiting to the Father by voluntary Conde- 


eos! which" you are aiming at.” © © Not 


ty be incarnate. Nor can you make any 
thing-of Au, (original underived Si preme 
Jominion, ) ce or of Auctoritas Authority 3 than 


eriori of Dominion, Power, Or Authority at 
L Again: © Difference of Order, makes no 


the Son, | does not neceſſarily mean any thing more, 
ther That Voluntary Oeconomy which God the Son 
| mderwent, and which would not have been PRO- 
PER” [though very poſſible, he thinks, “ for 
the Father himſelf to have ſubmitted to, becauſe 


u 45k, WHY That perſan called the Son, 
Might not have been Father; I have nothing to 
ſa, but that in falt he is not. As to the 


S's acting a Miniſterial part, That indeed is 


Mt the Father Himſelf might have done the 
ſame 5 But it was MORE CONGREOUS” 


Dx 


faulen according to the Oeconomy [the mere 
my Compact] . extred into from the Crea- 
tion; ſo that This is far from proving the Sub 


O ABLE to the Majeſty of the Firſt 
pern {though equally poſſible, it ſeems 3 


Difierence o Power.” © The Subjeftion of 


purely Oeconomical, [founded merely upon mu- 
u Concert or Agreement ;] and there was NO 
IMPOSSIBILITY in the nature of the thing, 


27 


Obſerv ? 
1 


the Pre-eminence of the Father as Father, his Pri- 
rin of Order: Which Priority of Order, Dr 
{ried conſtantly denies to include Any natural 


mt Suitable to the Order of Perſons.” * « If 


P-177, 


ny 


2 Obſervations on Dr Waterland : 


Obſerv. Do not the Readers Ears tingle? Did ever ſuc 
II. 2 Thought as This, enter before into the Hen 
| of Any man that had read the New Teſtamen, 
4H | of Any man that had Any Notion of 60H} 
And How would Dr Materland himſelf, had ny 
1 This Hypotheſis been entirely of his own ime. 
ing, have loaded it with All the Names of BLA. 
PHEMTY! For thus the Supremacy, the ' Supra 
Dominion and Authority of the God and Fathr i 
all, (the Acknowledgment of which, is the Fi 
and Great Commandment, both in the Religim o 
Nature, and in the Law and the Prophets, and in ir 
Goſpel of Chriſt ;) is at laſt Nothing, but what aro 
and is entirely derived from; nothing but what i 
owing to, and entirely Dependent upon, the mere win 
tary Conſent, Agreement, Councel and Concert of tit 
Son. And uh the Hypotheſis itſelf ( ſuppoſat 
This mutual Concert and Agreement to be immus 
p B.lIle) is not chargeable, yet Dr Waterland himſelf i 
moſt juſtly chargeable, with making the Sypren 
| of God the Father Almighty to be wholly PRE- 
C1RIOUS ; becauſe He, in numberleſs phct d 
his Second Defenſe, has been pleaſed to conte 
with Great Warmth, that the Exiſtence of theSot 
muſt needs be PRECARIOUS, if he was Gene 
rated by the — Mill and Power of ie 

| Fathr. © 
After whe has been cited,” tis no "NG WonderDt 
Marerland ſhould affirm, that 5 All things were” ( 
This reaſon) „ INTRUSTED with - Chriſt, I. 
« CAUSE be, fo Great and ſo Divine a ny 14 
tas * moſt — to N Main 5 Great a | Charge." Hi 


2-37: 


Meat 


Vs | 29 : 


Serond Defenſe of his C Qu 2115 


us bang (withour he aggravation) is, that Chriſt Obſery, 
or ies Therefore intrufed wich All Power, becauſe he II. 


ay bad it Al, before he was intrufted with it wt 
r, that the Father did for This reaſox give all things 

o Chriſt. in his Humane nature, becauſe Chriſt him. 
=; in his divine nature, had the ſame Power and 
Night as the Father himſelf had, to have given 
1 Himſelf, or to his Own humane nature. 
Again: . He RECEIVED This Power,” ſays the 5.85. 
odor; . BECAUSE” —— he hadit . by IN- 

7 HERE VT Power and Right. 9 Again 2 cc Tos ah. 7414 1 
( ſiys he,) Can One Perſon Commit Powers to Ano- 

ther, who had already in Himſelf the ſame Powers? 

« TES ; By voluntary Oeconomy, the Exerciſe of Pow- 

& ers Common to many, may devolye upon One 

* chiefly, and may Run in His Name? Quid eſt, 1 
e een NE 

Nor can it hereafter be wondrcd, that, upon This 

Doctrine of the Antients, (viz. that the Son opera- bmngeriy 
ad in the Creation, by the Vi ll, by the Command, 28 
by virtue of the Supreme Authority, original Power rg T8 ra- 
nd Sovereignty of the Father; ) the Dr ſhould make —_— 


the following extraordinary Remarks. © The Truth is, Tie: dub. 
® if the Antients are to be interpreted rigorouſly,the Fa- _ fe 
64 ther is not properly Creator at all, but the Son only ; 7 3327 
* For He is repreſented as Doing and Executing, the 
5 Father as iſſuing out Orders only. Again, 
* the Fathen is repreſented as ſtanding in need of the 
* Aſiftance of the Son and Holy Ghoſt : How will 


* This ſuit with That Supreme Dignity, That Alone 
4 * 1 which Jon are e for? 
EF 6c *f 


N 30 7 | Obſervations on Dr Wat a 


Obſerv. & If there'is Ay thing to be fuſprfted of * Cyril, 
I 4 5s rather his excluding the Father from being. C 
WR tor, than the Son from being efficient. 
7.337. © Well then, I hope the Son , efficient, and, þ 
& Tour. repreſentation, more properly ſo than ii 

; . Father who! only gave out Commands. 
5. 397. ©. difference in Order or Manner, makes no differnt 
< in the thing itſelf: Or, if there be am, the Su 

« is more properly Creator than the Father; acemi 

s ing to the ſtrictneſi of the expreſſion in . Origen 

7 408. 5s is meriting as highly of us, as is 1 

- e ble : More, one would imagine, than — giuig 

*« out Commands; which is an Honour you reſeru 

“ peculiar io the Father. Once more: It haviy 

been alleged, that the Son's acting Miniſterially inth 
Creation, was no Act of Dominion; the Dr replied 

J. 408. that © the ſame Argument would hold with reſt 
* ec to the Father alſo; His creating the World, bein 
* 20 more an Act of Dominion, than the Son's cre 

* ating it. To which it being anſwered, that 

the world was made for the Pleaſure, and by the orig- 

wal abſolute Authority and Power, and by the Command 

(as the Antients frequently expreſs it) of the Father, 
1409. the Reply he now aq is: * Von will never b. 

2 5 4 


on 


* nag Bare. mel mavTh — rg Th rum. 

147 6 vios Te Tame dug rar, iv * & veooa i rer 

| TW auer Hougies, Co , vis 5 G vn ov nc Tay Alas Uh 

Opn rar © pare rarer ares 716 Keo-rortaug F 4 

| Oywiovpynpporren, furs 6 vince N U ZANGU In rovp /n 11701 Aa 
Tiny, aA Fa. ard, Catech. 11. p. 160. Ed. Bened. 

+ Where he ſtiles the Father rem Myer, and the 500 

pes £320; Aer | 


Ho 2 8 133 . £ 
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4 w proves that the Son is not as n © 
y and Fully Creator, as. the. Father.” "48" 


red, on which all the reſt depend, ) an INCI. 

DENT-AL Point. only: Or that he ſhould call 
Saremacy.”” (which I believe w man ever miſ- 
mderffoad before . Himſelf,) an ABI. 


pt he ſhould look upon . Authority and Digni- 


Cle, and as « Chad. in e of 


/ Oe" 1 M. 
2 ** es 
at PB, At ( 


 OBSERVAT. mm, 


bg has: Dr Waterland- call A 
"I  Subordindtion wy Order. 


4 


Dr — ok * Go Ry" abſolutely to 
thingy] the Supreme Authority and Dominion of 
« the Father. Almighiy; and being ſen ible, chat 
lis could not but appear very ſhocking to every 
vt Reader; be indeavours to blind the Eyes 
Nl a NT of 


—  S&KKx » 


Nor, laſtly, can any one, after This, juſtly won- - WOW" 
e that. the Dr ſhould-ſtyle the . Supremacy *' of . 17. 
kale, (that is, indeed, the Firſt Article of the 


GUOUS. Term. Or that be perk not be 
ö w underſtand Ibu we * mean, by Supreme 
ad Independent; or Why a © delegated. Power 
cut be Equally Supreme and Independent '1 
th that. which is Original and Underived: Or 


332. 


7.478. 


„* ] words liable to ©© Equivocations and 7 55. 


5418. 


os, 


* 
% # 2 
— ——— — rus 
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1999 


„ 
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— — — Woe tres 


1 on Be U 


oe. of ts igniorint, by ſetting up caſtesd bf it) wh 
Wy III. he calls a f premac) of Order, or a Ae 
2-45, Order, which (he tells us) f is cc Nuraral ” nd 

96, © Occonomical.” This * \Supremacy of Ord" 
1455 19, Expreſlly oppoſes to Suprematy of Dominion: Andi 

418. us, that * Difference of Order makes 10 Differ 
$:435, & & of Power: That © All that remains petulo 
aim. the Father, is a Pre- eminence or Priority of 6 

_— ce der, an & Eminence of Order, an « jm 

15-0000 boy of Order, a natural Order of Priority,” 2 

5. 378. © tural Priority of Order; an e Authority of d 
5 c der: And That This; (together with the for! 
muentioned orconomical Supremacy of Office, found 

merely upon mutual voluntary Concert and Am 
7.7. ment) is 4 Sufficient to account for All, won" H 
. Principles':” The Son's condeſcending Part, tom 
+1 Niſterto, and obey, and be ſent by the Father, «| 
p. 20. % Suiting with the natural Order of Perſons, wi 
| « bad been inverted by a contrary Oeconomy: An 
p. 17. te had it been otherwiſe, it would have been Inm 
c ing the Order of the Perſons ; which (he thing 
« is reaſon ſufficient againſt it, *' 

Now (I fay) This natural Priority or Supreme 
of mere Order, as oppoſed thus to all 9 
premacy of Authority and Dominion; is a Pri , 
in NOTHING, a Priority in mere emft) Ward 
and in No reſpef any real Priority at all. His a 
Explication of this matter, is as remarkable a K 
ſtance, as can eaſily be met with, of the tag 
Effect of the Habit of uſing Words without af 
manner of Signification. 4 Now (lays he) the K 


= cret is ont : 4 Co-ordination is not a Co-nio x 
ge nation . 


p-96. I 


__ Defenſe of his Quen tes 353 

Aion, aud 4 Subordination is not 4 Subordinati- Obſerv. 

By 7 it be OMTef ORDER ; though I was ſo III. 

WEAK as to think, that the words Co-ordination 

ind Subordination ſtrictly and properly reſpetted 

Order, and expreſſed an Equality or Inequality "2x | 

order. 1t is ridiculous to aſſert, that a Diffe- 5. 190, 

rence of Order does not make a Subordination, r 

a Equality of Order a Co-ordination. ** Theſe | 

rords (I fay) have »o Poſſible Signification at all. 

or whoſoever pleaſes to conſider within his own. 

kind, and is not content to take mere empty Words 

r Things; will find, that Order is neceſſarily a RE= 

ATIVE Term, and has No Signification any other- 

ile than as it has Reference to Somewhat, iti reſpect 

f which the Order conſiſts. For inſtance : There 

m Order of Time, an Order of Place or Situation, 

Order of Dignity, Authority, Dominion, or the 

e; with regard to which, one thing may be high- 

or lower, ſuperior or inferiour, prior or poſterio“ 

d another. But Order of Nothing, is Not hing; 

n Order which has relation to Nothing, is No- 

bin; An Order of mere Collocation of words, is an 

Frder of Nothing but empty Wards. An Order of 

Irder, are words that have No Signification at all. 

onſequently, a different Order of Order, a Superi- 

or Inferiour Order of Order, a © Co-ordination 

or Subordination of Order, ” an. © Equality or In- 

' quality of Order; is perfect Nonſenſe. A Co. 

Fination or Subordination of mere Order, (without 

lition to Time, Place, Power, Dominion, Authority „ 

t the like:) is exattly the ſame manner of ſpeak- 

gand thinking, as if a man ſhould ſay, a Co-equa- 

0) or OY of * Dr Waterland there- | 

E fore | 


>| 34 1 Sigrun on Dr Waterlad: 


5 Obſerv. fore was really much 7eakgr than he Imapined 
III. when he wantonly declared, he © was SO NEA 

. +> &« as to think, that the words Co-ordination and $i, 

« ordination ſtriftly and properly reſpetted Order, a 

&© expreſſed an Equality or Inequality of Orde," 
Are not things come to a fine paſs, if the bim 
Foundation of Religion, the Firſ# aud Great Com 
mandment, is to be ludicrouſly placed on ſuch 
Owick-Sand as This? 

In Some Places indeed the Dr would ſeem to NN 

ſinuate, very inconſiſtently, that by S«premacy ml 
Smbordination, he meant Supremacy and Subordinai 

on, not merely in point of Order, but in pointd 

being unoriginated or originated. As when he ay 

. 20, tt ©* conſiſts in this, that the Father has his Perfett 
& 435- & ons and Dominion from None, but the Son frm 
© the Father.” That the Father has his Author 
2-78. and Dominion © Primarily ; the Son © Dink 
* vatively.” And that, by a natural (a zatwralud 
= Neceſſary, not oeconomical) Priority of Ord 
2-177. © the Son is referred up to the Father as his Het, 

| * and not the Father ta the Son.” But All Thi 

I fay, (if there be Any Confofency in the Dri 

Hy potheſi is,) is mere empry word:; and he ruh 

means no ſuch thing. For in the very ſame Par 
5.177. graph with the words laſt cited, he tells us; * / 
jou ack, Why that Perſon called the Son, MIGHT 

& NOT have been Father; I have nothing to ſch 

« but that IN FACT he is not. So it is wilt 

& and ſo we believe. The Father is Father; and 

« the Son is Son.” Buy the Dr's Hypotheſis there 

fore, there was No Impoſſibility in the natw of 


7 hings, but os age might have been re 
al 


Sumd Defenſe of his QUuERIEsõ. 35 

ad originate Vnoriginate; Underived might have Obſerv, - 
un Derived, and Derived Onderived; the Father III. 
elt have been Begotten, and the Son Unbegorten 
accordingly, in the Explication of his Scheme, 

painly ſhows a Di/like of the Notion, not only . 
Temporary, but alſo of Eternal Generation: “For 0526. 
which (he fays) the Scripture is not clear and full: | 
nd © the Catholicks themſelves were for ſome time p. 317. 
pretty much divided about it; But © after rip Def. 
Arius areſt, they fonnd it highly neceſſary to infiſt P- 160, 161. 
mich on it: Otherwiſe an explicit Profeſſi- 
„ Eternal Generation, might have been diſpen- 

ſed with; And © if any one, diſliking the Name 

o the Phraſe of Eternal Generation, thinks it bot- 

ter to aſert an Eternal Word inflead of an Eter- 

% SON, (meaning thereby 4 diſtin Perſon, and 
conſubſtantial with God whoſe Word be is,) and 

rfers The Generation 70 his Firff and Second Ma- 

nifeſtation ar the Creation and Incarnation ; there 

firms to be no farther Harm in it, than what lies 

in the wurd and their liableneſi to be miſconſtru- 

%: And © had it not been for ſome perſons co- 3 Def. 
| ming to read the Fathers with the Notion of Eter- 5. 316, 
' ml Generation in their Heads, they conld never 
' have miſtaken ſo plain 4 matter as This is, that 
the Miſſion of the Sow” to make and govern the 
atures, c 1, with Thoſe Writers, (that is, with 
moſt All the Antient Fathers, ) © his Generation. 
attend of Eternal Generation therefore, the Dr, if he 
a liberty, had much rather ſay, Eternal * Ex- 
LE Ed - c iſtence 


2 $26, 
317.183. 


of *Andfor this reaſon, I ſuppoſe, it is, that inſtead of the Ni- 
„Words, Begotren of che Father, and © FROM the Subſtance of 


66 the 


Obſervations on Dr Water lands 9 


ore & iſtence of a real and living Word, a Word vm 
. 48 “ God, eternally Related to the Father: Tha 
Having Such a Relation, as there would be betyen 
Tuo Unbegotten, Tivo Vnoriginated Perſons, co-exif 
ing in the ſame Subſtance : Such a Relation, as, (though 
P2534. Dr Iaterland is pleaſed to call it in words, < a relain 
Es ier « tothe Father as his Head; and ade ſwbſiting In al 
7 5 Of the Father; and is pleaſed to ſay, for Formiſil 
that it COMES TO the SAME thing” wih 
eternal Generation; yet, in truth,) implying 10 ml 
Derivation either of Being, Power, Authority, a 
any other Perfection; it makes the Father to be in 
deed, in Am real ſenſe, neither Head nor Fo 
nor Father. For as, in caſe the Sun and its Bram 
had Always exiſted together, co-eval, immovebl, 
and immutable ; and there had Never been at allay 
real motion of Emiſſion of the one from the other; i 
would then have been in no ſenſe any more true, tid 
the Beams proceeded from the Sun, than the Sun fron 
the Beams; it would have been in no Senſe true, tht 
the Sun was even ſo much as in Order of nature pri 
to the Beams, any more than the Beams to the Sw; 
it would have been in uo Senſe true, that the eil 
ence of the Beams neceſſarily preſuppoſed the al 
ence of the Sun, any more than the exiſtence of tit 
Sun neceſſarily preſuppoſed the exiſtence of the Bun: 
And 45, in caſe the Root and Branches of a Tres ha 
Abvays exiſted together, co-eval, immoveable abd 
SE > ; and there had Never been at al 2 
on 


be the Father; the Dr, by a new and 8 Erpreſim 
affirms the Son to be 2 a be ener i Fae karin. fut 
Def, 0 oy « 


dee of his Qu TITEY 


ne been in no Senſe any more true, that the Branches 


an So, if ( according to Dr Waterland's way 


ut any Real Generation or Derivation of Being, ei- 


er; it would then have been in no ſenſs any more 

e, that the Son was Begotten of The Father, and 
rived his Powers and Perfections from him, than 
hat the Father was Begotten of the Son, and derived 
is Powers and Perfections from Him; or that the 
aher was in Any Senſe the Head or Fountain or 


„ber of the Son, any more than the Son was the 
A or Fountain or Father of the Father: But the 
ii perſons would have been in All ſenſes, and in All re- 


jets, (excepting Empty Names,) equally Au {$401 that 


1 
Leine Perſons (Dr Materland himſelf confeſſes,)) 7 
oY however otherwiſe inſeparable, would be Two Gods, 


„According to the Antients; becauſe, in That 
ale, one would not be Of the Other, really Ge- 
nerated from him, and referred up to him as 4 
Head or Fountain. The following words there- 
fore of the Learned Bp Bull, are ſpoken to the 
Readers of Dr — * « They who contend 
| | cc that 
* Qui filium propriè diei poſſe Au gi, hoc eſt, a ſeipſo 


ico conſenſui repugnat, Def. Sect. 4, cap. 1. $7. 
Ipſa Synodus Nicæna decrevit, Filium eſſe Deum de Deo. 
W ver . 4 Deo eſt, dici non 3 a Seipſe Deus ſin 
| I mant- 


of thinking) there had been only an eternal neceſſary 
Exifence of the Father and the Son together, with= 


er in time or in eternity, of the Son from the Fa- 


Deum, pertinaci ſtudio contendunt: Hæc ſententia — Catho- | 


nth of the one out of the other; it would then Oblecy2. 


III. 


a from the Root, than the Root from the 


tolay, Two Supreme Gods. For Tuo unoriginate Second Def. 


— on Dr e 


Qbſerv, that the Son can properly be ſtilad, of Mini 

V God, [or God Underived ;} heir Opinion in 
E gravy to the Catholick, Dottrine.'” And in; 
« The Council of Nice itſelf decreed, that the 5p 
« mn ear from] God. Now he the 

is only God of for from] God, cannot withm 
« au Ho contradifiion be ſaid to be Of Hinſ 
God, er God Underived.]— I earnefth xm 
* all pions and findions young men, to take baud g 
te ſuch a Spirit, from whence ſuch things as i 
60 f MPT 


 OBSERVAT. Iv. 


Concerving the Opinion of. the Antient), 
about the Sous Appearing under tht 
Di Teftament, and the Impoſſibili 
and Impiety of ſuppoſing the Fal 
ever to have — ar all. 


Ic was an D which prevailed — 
hy among the Antient Chriſtian Writers, (and D 
Waterland acknowledges it to have univerſally pr: 


wks) that in all the eee to the * 
unde 


8 manifeſtã contradickione. — bim en adam juventuten 
ſerid hor tor, ut a ſpirit fbi ea veat, ex * talia profech fr 
rint. 161d. 58. 


[VP Primævorum patrum pens Quinn dc. Bull Dai 
Ke. gect. 4. 6. 3+ 


05 5 | Defenſe of bis Quzr 12s. 


alle the Old Teſtament, it was the Son that -A Obſerra 
u appeared, + and Never the Father. The IV. 
En for This opinion, are; that the per- WW 
n appearing, is ſtiled not only God and Lord, 
ſometimes alſo the Angel of the Lord: That the 

m is the (1) Maſſenger and (2) Miniſſer of the 

ther, acting by his (3) Authority, ſpeaking in his 

4) Nawe, and (5) repreſenting his Perſon : But that 
be Father himſelf never Appeared, never was Sent, 
xauſe twas (6) Impoſſible he ſhould : And that 
ws (7) Abſurd, (8) Senſeleſt, and (9) Impious to 
wapine any ſuch thing; as being inconſiſtent with 
he (10) Swpreme Majeſty and Authority of the 


39 


'*D.-2, I = = & 


0A Þ xvgls. Paſſum. uh 
(2) Te, "Yamin, Tanprrer, Paſſim. et, 
(3) Patri ſuam omnem Aucloritatem acceptam refert. Bull. 

N Patre accepiſſe Foreſtatem ad judicandum Sodomitas. 


toes dts & Nomine ipſe erat Deus. ius eſt 

mper ex Auctoritate Patris. Tertull. | 

(4)In Nomine Dei, variè viſum Patriarchis. Tertall, 

(s) KonMtpeiray To TEgowre Ts MTs @ xopis Ty zu 

O rafchiyere 116 N hee o TpoowTw T# Jes, Theoph. 

(6) Nas as 657 ©- n Twi; &. Fuſtin. 

Ut meritd nec deſcendat, nec aſcendat ; quoniam ipſc om- 

a& continet & implet. Novat. 

» eh T 4b Ivnry Pau Sep Suri. Euſes · 

hom no man Hath ſeen, nor can ſee. 1 Tim. vi, 16, 

(7) Abſurd; Nane , miſſus diceretur, Auguſtin. 

4 * T Ter Toy Jaw © Ta ip eber N, * EE 
ö 1 Wixpoy y&y £1400 Tones z. Juſtin. | 

(v) Aris, Coneil. Antioch, vel cogitatu nefas: Bull 

12 08% SI. Euſeb, 


* Propter Aucforitatem ſolus Pater non dicitur miſſus, 
in. | | 


Summa. 


. 3 
"os Vu 


> 
7 


Obſew. God and Father of all, and what would _ 
IV. . 


preſs theſe Reaſons, ſhows very fully and cle 


| Concert and Agreement; and Such à Natural Pri 


Second Def. Dr) there was ©* No Impoſſibility in the Natur: i 


# 177. 


2 142. 


Notion: Who contends, that there is in the Father 
No Natural and Neceſſary Supremacy of Authnig 


ditus fit. Id. 5 ; 


_— 


—— on . — 


(11) Sabjection to ſome Superiour Perſon. T 
ſtrung Manner, in which the Antient Writers cn 


that they looked upon it as a Fundamental Principle 
Religion, that there was in the Father a Natural al 
Neceſſary Supremacy of Authority and Domiua 
Which is directly contradictory to Dr WaterlaisiWh:; 


Fw Dominion; but only Such a Sapremacy of A. 
and Dominion, as ariſes from mere volumay 


rity of mere Order, as implies nb Difference at dl 
Power and Authority. So that (according to tle 


& the thing, but the Father himſelf might have dnt 
ce the Same things as the Son; might have afl 
& a Miniſterial Part, might have been ſent, ut 
the like: Only he Mas not [that is, by mi. 
tual Conſent and Agreement he was not] to n. 
cc 5 or to be * Incarnate : :* Whereas, vit 


egit 


Summa Majeſtate ipſius indignum. Bull. 
Inviſibilem, pro Plenitudine Majeſtatis. Tertull. 
(It) Nè Subditus alteri probaretur. Novat. Mc alteri ſub 


Nulli Subjectus. Bull. | 
See All theſe Paſſages cited at length, in the Rep) # 
Dr Waterland's Defenſe, p. 9, 18, 59, 64, 78, 128, 13% 
136, 137, 138, 141, 142, 145, 148, 149, 157, / 
* It ſeems from Theſe words, that Dr Waterland does unt 
ſuppoſe the Incarnation of Chriſt to be at all Real, but mere) 
a Phantaſm, per aſſumptas Species: This being, conf yo 


Keen 2 of his Quexrus - 


* 1 any reality r Natnral and Neceſſary Au Obſerv. 
rin, the Son had altogether as much Authority IV. 
hive Ser the Father to take our Nature * W * 
« the Father had to ſend his Sor. 

The only way therefore the Dr has here left, is to 

in contending; that the Antients, by all thoſe 
mentioned Strong expreſſions, meant nothing more 

n that it was PROPER for the Son to ſubmit p. 54. 

0 the Inferiour Office of being Sent, RA. 498. 
THER than the Father: And That « it wat p. 1yr. 
wt SO SUITABLE to the Majeſty of the Fit 497- 
Perſon, to ſubmit to take upon him any viſible Sym- 

lol, or to be Incarnate : ** becauſe of the Great / | 
b of his «« Office Yoluntarily entred into ;” and be- 5. $44 
uſe This would have been an /zverting the Or- p 128, 
der of the Perſons.” For, © Who ever ſaid, that 34.49% 
irwas abſolutely or phyſically Impoſſible, for the Fa- 

ther to act as the Son did? ALL that is ſaid, is, 

that he could not do it SUIT ABLY, as not being 

cmfiſtent with That Priority of Order, which as 

Father he is poſſeſſed of; —— That Supremacy of 

Order, which = is no way inconſiſtent with the 

Son's Equality f Dominion, even Equa- iid, 
lh of Supreme independent Authority. 

Now here I appeal to the Common Reaſon of all 

akind, whether Any Serious Perſon that ever 

ad the Scripture, or that has Any Notion of 

jod, can believe; (or whether any One, that ever 


r only way, in which there is any Natural Pofttili for the 
Kher to be Intarnate. And accordingly in his explication of 
aww Phil. ii, 7, he tells us that Chriſt emptied himſelf 
vo aur] © I — fFirſt Defenſe, p. 17. 


a 
Obſerv. read a Page of the Antient Chriſtian Writer, d 


IV. 


EY Dr Waterland repreſents under This Head, is a f 


more, than that of Two perſons equally ſupr ene 
natural independent Dominion, equally Sup. ent 


and as Switably, and as Decently have ſent the Fain 
But can any man believe, that ſo many Writ 


let, Impious, and Profane, to ſuppoſe the fr 


nothing more, than an „ Inverting the Ordir d 


naturally and neceſſarily in nothing but in ſuch a m 


Blaſphemy and TMPIETT, of ſuppoſing that the 


Where is the [A/PIETY and Profaneneſs, of ſuppoli p 
That the Father might have Miniſtred in all thi 


Obſervations on Dr Watetlands 


perſwade himſelf that They believed.) that, wig 


the Truth of the Caſe. Had [the Doctor's Notin 
been True; it might indeed very well have tea 
looked upon as an ERROUR or Miſtake, for aj 
man to have ſappoſed that the Sow might as I, 


to be Incarnate, as the Father could ſend the Sm 
ſhould have ſtiled it ſo emphatically -4b/zrd, Sen 


ther might poſſibly have acted the Miniſterial Pat; 
if That Suppoſition had, in Their opinion, imphl 


tranſpoſing the Names of Two Perſons, who df 


it Priority of Order, as included «© no Differ 
& of Powers, no Superiority at all of Authority « 
Dominion, but what aroſe merely from mut 
luntary Concert and Agreement ? ”* Where is Us 


coud perſon might have Sen the Firſt ; if the 0 
Conſequence of That Suppoſition had been, that Thenti 
Firſt perſon would have been Sent by the Sen. G 


to the Son; if thereby had been meant nc 0 


abſolute Authority and Power, the One might ® „. 


( ” mana Poluntary Concert and Agreemen') © 
Minit 


dune 4 Defenſs of his rods. 1 


Iin all things to the Orher, 25 the Other did Obſery. 
Hint ke: Voluntary Occonomy, the Ex- IV. 
va of - Powers common to Both, might devolve WY 
tin i . One chiefly ** as well as upon the Other, ]J 
ad run in His name ? 
can Any reaſonable man 1 that, 1 0 
eephilns faid 5 © The Mord of God, repreſenting 
vin i «ming, or taking upon him] (c the Perſon of the 
Father and Lord of All things, came into Paradiſe 
inthe Perſon of GOD, and converſed with Adam; 
the Father of the Univerſe SENDING him, 
ven 'tis 2 WILL ſo to do, unto any particular 
F 3 cc Places.” 


The Paſhge at length, ſtands Thus. Fh Sy . ov on 

* e rb 105 Sea, ver. g voy Avi Gur &v To 

r den; Axys 4 nul 0 & 2 9256 © eng Tay 2 * 

mis E, Tow. x vghons) 59 ars, di d 

on ꝶͤ—m——— To aacgownoy Ty rareʒ⸗ @ 

els Ta , or. rapsyuilo tig Tov 7 1 T0770 17 

ju, * @uiAEs 75 Adv eg BY av 0 nay», e Hg 

unh, tbr ds g 6 T&T1p 1057 As, tut u #16 e 

10, 95 vu b S caxyirth xa ogra, 1. d 

uro, 1 ir Tory F000 KETC, Ad Autolyc. P. 129, 130. You 
vill reply, (/ays he to Autolycus,) ** ſince I have affirmed that 

' God cannot be comprehended in any particular Place, how then 

' do I now aſſert that he walked in Paradiſe? I anſwer: Toe 

" God and Father of all things is immenſe, and not found in 

' any particular Place : But his WORD, By whom he 

' made all Things, he (I ſay) repreſenting the Perſon of 

* the Father and Lord of all Things, came into Paradiſe in the 

" Perſon of God, and converfed with Adam. ” And preſently at- 

„be adds, (upon John 1; 1: 33) © The Word therefore be- 

| ing God, and the Son of God; the Father of the Univerſe SENDS 

& him, when tis his Will ſo to do, unto any particular Place; 
vhere when he comes, he is both heard and ſeen, being ſent 2 

le Father ; and he is — That Place, * 


— — — 
— - > : .. ——— 
— 
o 
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„ — on Dr W aterlande 
Obſerv. . Place: he meant by theſe words to affim; 
IV. that the Perſon ſo ſent, and ſo repreſenting the Þy. 
ſon of the Father, was himſelf the God and I, 

c ther of all things, as well as That other Perſy" 

which SENT him? Yet Dr Waterland will han 
Theophilus ſo to mean; if I underſtand Dr Hur 

5. 138. land's words. “ When Theophilus ſpeaks (lays he) 
& of the Logoss aſſuming the Perſon of God, le 

ec means This, and Only This, that he acted in th 

ce Character and Capacity of the Eternal God; whith 

i he might very well do, being Himſelf Very God, « 

« well as That Other perſon, his Father, called Gu 

« and Father of the Univerſe: And it was unde 

* This very character HE appeared to Adam a hi 

&« Creator, that is, as G OD AND FAT, HER q 

* all things. 
Can any reaſonable man believe, that the Cound 

of Antioch, when they * ſaid “ It is Impiow u 

6 ſrppoſe The Gad of the Univerſe ſhould be ſtyles 

& Meſſenger ; ** imagined that the Son, whom they 

are There declaring to be the Angel or Meſſenger d 

the Father, was, by a natural and neceſſary Equs 

lity of Supreme independent Authority and Dominun 

over All, as Truly and in as High a Senſe, The Gu 

of the Univerſe ; ; as He whoſe Meſſenger he was, and 
concerning whom they declare it to be Inpiu i 

ſuppoſe that The God of the Univerſe ſhould be a 

all ſtyled a Meſſenger ? Is it poſſible, if they had - 


I P rehended The B * ther 2 Foy to be Both of then 
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Second Defenſe of his Qu ERIES: 
minion, The God of the Univerſe; that, when 
h Father could be ſtyled a Meſſenger, as the Son 
(bing title of Father, but, uſing only a title Common 


the Univerſe Could be ſtyled a Meſſenger, in the very 
Same Breath wherein they were affirming that The 


ter ? Did ever Any Writer, ſince the World be- 


orced to ſuppoſe The Council here expreſſed them- 
eyes? The Truth therefore manifeſtly is; that, 
not barely upon account of the Character of Pa- 


of Dominion over All, the Council thought it Impi- 
w to ſuppoſe rhe Father could be ſtyled a Meſ⸗ 
1 e 

To This, Dr Vaterland replies; that Supremacy 
nd Paternity are the very ſame thing: And that, 
to ſay The primitive Writers never lay the Streſs 
* of This Argument upon the Relation of Paternity, 
„ but upon the Supremacy, #s to ſay, They do not 
* lay it upon the Paternity, but upon the Paternity : 


* which be is poſſeſſed of as Father, and no other= 
* wiſe,” [which Supremacy of Order, the Dr 
_ © 35 50 way inconſiſtent with the Son's E quality 

of Dominion, ] © js laying it upon the Pater- 
- My,” Now I pray, Obſerve, Theſe words, 


* 


ey were to declare the Impiety of ſuppoſing 


72s; they ſhould not mention him by the diſtingui- 


* For, laying it upon the Supremacy of Order, 


L 34% 


_ + 


qualh; by neceſſary and independent Supremacy of Obſere. 


WA 


y Both, declare it Impious to ſuppoſe The God of 


God of the Univerſe WAs in Scripture ſtyled a Aeſ- 


zu, expreſs himſelf ſo Ab ſurdly, as Dr Materlaud is 


*rnity, but upon account of his Abſolute Supremacy 


1 Obſervations on Dr Waterland 


Obſerv, [5 3% 7a d] The God * of the Univerſe, (wid 
IV. we the foundation of the preſent Queſtion, ) are 1, 
ceeſſarily, in the nature of language, expreſſiye 
Supremacy of Dominion. If therefore This Sun, 
macy, (which is the Swpremacy here ſpoken of ly 
the Council of Antioch,) be the ſame with Pan. 
nity; then the Son (according to Dr Waterlay; 
Scheme, being naturally and neceſſarily as Supreme i 
Dominion as the Father,) will have the Charade 
of Paternity as much and as truly belonging to hin 
as the Father himſelf has. But if the Dr means (x 
I think he does, ). not that This Supremaqh, her 
ſpoken of; but that Azorber Supremacy of his om 
invention, which indeed is u Supremacy at all i 
the {ame with Paternity; then his Reply is intiry 
beſides the purpoſe. | ; 
To conclude This Obſervation. Did Tertulia, 
(who, when he wrote the Book I am now going t 
cite, approached much xearer to, though till very fa 
diſtant from Dr Waterland's Notions, than Any & 
ther Ante- Nicene Writer: Did Tertullian, I 
believe that rhe Father had uo other Supremat) if 


Dominion, 


*The Phraſe uſed by the Council of Antioch, is, T $row 
z, © The God of the Univerſe.” The words of Tuſtn 
ſpeaking upon the ſame Subject of the Impoſſibility of ti 

Father's Appearing, are; Tow Turips O p nupiey TO) ann 
8720, X, Gur Tod 01500, © The Father and ineffable Lordi al 
things abſolutely, even of Chriſt himſelf. * The words o 
Euſebins, ſpeaking of the ſame thing, are; Toy #mrxtut Jun 
Toy dcp xcts hre, xl TamcarininF own, & The God Ste 
&« preme, who is Inviſible and Unbegotten, and the Abſolut 
King of the Univerſe,” See the Reply to Dr Hs Pefenk 
P. 132, 157. = 
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* Defenſe of his Quenrt ES; 


e wette Agreement ; and that * the Sons at- 
A Miniſterial Part, was purely Oeconomical; and 
s there was no Impoſſubility in the Nature of the his. 
but the Father himſelf might have done the ſame : 
Nd Tertullian (J ſay) believe This, when he tells uss 
feyen the Scripture itſelf had affirmed it, it could 
ot have been believed? His Words are : | Scilicet 


(do, Prax, c. 16.] © Theſe things,” (ſpeaking 
df the Son's Appearing under the Old Teſtament as 

the Meſſenger of the Father,) could not have 
been believed concerning the Son of God, if they 


& had not been ritten; Concerning the Father per- 
® þaps they could not have been believed, even though 


6 5 been written. * 


OBSER. 


c nec de Filio Dei credenda fuiſſe, ſi ſcripta non 
ſeat ; fortaſſe non credenda de Patre, licet ſcripta. 


27 


„than what aroſe from mere « voluntary Obſerr. 


ow 


177. 
Fe | 
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OBSERVAT. Ve: 


0 ncerning the word, God; that it is4 
Term expre(ſi mg Dominion. 5 


GOD being the I Supreme Lord and Govirmy 
of the Univerſe; and therefore it being evident, that 
He who Alone has, in and of himſelf, abſolute Su 
preme independent Power and Dominion over All, mult 
be Alone (in the abſolute Supreme Senſe) the Ou 
God over all: There from hence appears, in Dr 
zerland's Notion, This obvious Abſurdity ; that, ther 
being (according to Him) Two real Perſons of equal 
Supreme, abſolute, natural, independent Authority au 
Dominion over All; there muſt * conſequently be of 
neceſſity Two Swpreme Gods, Nor does it make 


Any Alteration at all in This caſe, that he ſuppoſes 
them 


+ The Great King, Matt. v, 35. 
Have F i Euſeb. ut ſupri. 
Deus eſt nomen Summæ Foteſtatis. Lactant. 4 falſa reli, 


* Si enim natus non Fuilſet; innatus, gn cum eo 
qui eſſet innatus, equatione in utroq; oftens? duos faceret it 
natos, & ided duos faceret Deos. Si inviſibilis fuiſſet} 
cum inviſibili collatus, par expreſſus, duos Inviſibiles often 
diſſet, & ided duos comprobifſet & Deos. Si incompreter- 
ſibilis, ſi & cætera quæcunq; ſunt Patris: meritd, dicimus, 4. 
trum Dorum controverſiam ſuſcitifſet, Novar. D 
Trin. cap. 31. | 


deen of bis Garza 10 


um to be f m⁰,Bjje and inſtparable i in Subſtance. Obſcry, 
or Tn Sopreme Gods, are ſtill nevertheleſs Two . Vo | 
Cod, Two independent Abſolute Monarchs or 
1 over the Univerſe, Two Supreme Gods in Per- 
; how much ſoever Ye be b to be of One 
lune. EY 
In order to evade This Conſequence ; Dr nun. 
{ alleges, that © the word God, was never 
1 pon as 4 word of Office, or Dominion, bat 
ef Nature and Subſtance: that the Name, 
Cod, 14s never thought by the Antients, to denote 
5 as Office or Any Relative Character, [as the 
it Word, ng, denotes Dominion over Subjects 5] 
Lat to denote Nature and Subſtance ; as the word, 
Man, [without regard to the conſideration of 
ne tuberity and Dominion, denotes à Nature or Spe- 
.] For, „ no good reaſon (ſays he) can be given, 
h the word, God, may not be uſed in a large 
tf WF inaefinite Senſe, '' [with * 4 Confuſe general 
Perception, p. 142,] © not denoting Any parti» 
auler Perſon ; jſt as the word, Man, is often uſed 
n Scriptare, not denoting Any particular Man, 
* Man in general, | or Man indefinitely. . 
CG accord- 


2 ©Þ{Þ c» 


4 " + Two Unoriginate Divine Perſons, (the Dr confeſſes.) ho- 
euer otherwiſe inſeparable” [that is, however ſuppoſed to 
of One Subſtance, ] « would be Two Gods, according to the 

; Antienes; becauſe, i in That caſe, One would not be © Of 

Y the Other, really Generated from him, © and referred up 

5 to him as a Head or Fountain.” And, that Dr Waterland does 

. tf feally (but merely in empry wards) ſuppoſe the Son to be 

; Ul Generated from the Father, and referred up to him an 

4d or Fountain; I have ſhown above, Obſervat. III. and 
, Obſervat. VI. | | | 


0 - Obſervations on Dr Waterland's 


Obſerv. accordingly, when it was alleged againſt him, ty 
r SUPREME GOD could not poſlibly b.. 
Meſſenger, and att in Subjection to the Will of ay 

other Perſon ; and that He who was the Aeſſengert 

another Perſon, and ated in Sub jection io That O. 

ther perſon, could not be Himſelf THE SUPREME 

Second Def. GOD: In Anſwer hereto, he tells us „ This i i 4 
Þ, 166. cc much as to ſay, that Peter, for Inſtance, could un 
c be MAN, if SENT by MAN.” No certain: 

But it is as much as to ſay, that Peter, if he vs 

the Meſſenger of Another, and acled in Sub jellin 

to the Will of Another, could not be bimfil 

SUPRE ME Man or Governour, equally Suprem 


in Authority with Him whoſe Meſſenger he wa“! 

. 166, © But, ” ſays the Dr, What has Supremacy of Of- * 1 

"7% 173* cc fice, to do with the Notion of Supreme God? God Fit 

A « js a word, expreſſing Nature and SUBSTANCE,” 

1 I anſwer; What has Supremacy of Offce, of Au. * 

rity and Dominion, to do with the Notion of 

preme Man, of Supreme King or Governour? Is not tel 

Man, (in the ſame way of reaſoning) a word expre- n 

ſing Nature and SUBSTANCE ? Quam ridicule! ul 

p. 66, The Truth is, As PERSON is is not a name ode 

368. abſtract Intelligence only, but neceſſarily ſuppoſs that 

420, SUBST ANCE ; 5 and yet tis the Life and Intell (od 

gence in That Subſtance, which makes the Perſon to but 3 

E be a Perſon : So the word, GOD, is not indeed a bren 
= name of mere abſtract Dominion, but neceſſarily ſup- C00 
BY poles Living Subſtance ; and yet *tis Supreme and ins 
dependent Dominion in That Living Subſtance, which ben 

makes God to be GOD, to be Our God, the S. 1 


preme God, or the God of the Univerſe, — 
= ” „ 


A 


 Seemd. Defenſe of bis QUERIES. 51. 


Two diſtin Lives or Intelligences, however ** Obſ⸗ rv. 
poled to inhere in Oue Subſtance, would ſtill be r 
Perſons” and not One Perſon; notwithſtanding © Y 
the word, PERSON, neceſlarily. denotes Subſtance: .. 
„ in the fame manner and for the ſame Reaſon, 
Two living. intelligent Perſons, each having abſolute. 
wreme and independent Dominion, however ſup- 


fed ta be of Ore Subſtance, muſt neceſſarily be 
1 Two Supreme Gods or Lords of the UV- 


ere, and not One God ; notwithſtanding the word, 

(0D, neceſſarily denotes Subſtance. When there- 

fre Dr Waterland fays, that Many Supreme 5. x57. 

G0DS in One uudivided Subſtance, © are NOT _ | 
* Many GODS, for That very Reaſon, becauſe | 

O their Subſtance is undivided; he might exatly 
with the ſame Senſe and 7. = have affirmed, that 

Mor Supreme PERS ONS in One undivided Sub- | 
ace, are NOT Many PERSONS, for That very | 

Reaſon, becauſe their Subſtance is undivided, I ſay, 

theſe Two aſſertions are exactly the /ame, both 

in Senſe and Truth; becauſe the word, Perſon, doe 

jut v much and as neceſſarily denote Subſtance, as 

the word, . God, does. And when the Dr affirms 

that The One Supreme God is Not One [$ upreme Fir/ Df. 

Cod] in Perſon, but in Subſtauce; what is This, 95 an} 34 . 

but affirming. that The One Supreme God is Two Su- p. 127, 


«„ — — K - 


me Gods] in Perſon, though but One [Supreme 
o-MY God] in Subſtance ? Or will he have the Hardi- x 
„rs to fay, that he meant by Theſe words no more fi 


than This, that The One Supreme God is Not One 
Perſon) in Perſon, but only [One Perſo n] in 
harr; This Plain and evident Reaſoning, 15 

82 e 


r 


D 
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Obſerv. Jo impoſſible to be obſcured. by any Duſt of Luarwd 
Jargon; that, after all, the Anſwer Which - the 
VN Doforis obliged finally to truſt to, is This only: 
5.329. 56 How: came Num to be Wiſer, in This Particular, 


V. 


P. 127˙ 


4 conradiory either to Themſelves, or to Reaſon, or 


7. 146, & 
: a. 


. 180. 


believe, N Chriſtian Church in the world eye 
taught Zis Doctrine. And if they had A taught 


been True. And, in the place now referred to, the 


| 75 and ſolely of his Own invention. Upon HIS 


only © Nature and Subſtance, * not ( Dominion” 
or © any Relative Character; the Doctor alleges, 
that God was God, Before the Creation; and ther- 


12 10 Vuiuerſe God could not ropa be ftir 


N See above, 5. y. 
8 "TI eget: * * 


Obſervations on Dr Warcrland "© 


than All the Chriſtian Churches? though, I verily 


wm wn Ty ce 89m own, wa 


it; (Tertullian preſumes to add, ſpeaking of ont df 
Dr Waterland's principal Aſſertions; “ if 'the * 
Scripture itſelf had taught it,) it could not hy 


Point being reduced to an expreſs contradiſtin; it 
cannot be ſo, faith he, VPON the PRINCIPLES 

e of the Primitive Churches : * Meaning, by ti 
Principles of the Primitive Churches, not the Printi- 
ples of the Primitive Churches, but Principles whol- 


= e -  ==mn www ue. . 


Principles, it cannot beſo: That is to ſay ; Be ple 
ed to take for granted All his Premiſes, howerer 


_— — 


to Scripture ; and then, to be ſure, his Concluſion 
will not be falſe. 


Io prove that the the Name, God, « denotes"! 


- j 
© 


fore, if he were ſo ( in the ſenſe of Dominion, "1 
would follow that * he had Dominion, before he ha 
* it,” I anſwer: Undoubtedly, whenever there 


Seoad Daft of bi QUER1Es. 


wwe in himſelf an eſſential Power from Eternity 
5 — of pvoducing what Subjettt he thinks 
þ, and of deſtroying what Subjects he thinks fit, and of 
nducing New Subjects of his Government, at Plea- 
ſure? Was ever ſuch Trifling, in n ſerious mat- 


mw? 
Further That the word, God, is a name deno- 


ing Dominion or Authority, appears evidently 
fom its being uſed in Scripture, and in the 
Primitive Writers, in a great variety of ſzbor- 
dinate Senſes: Which it could not be, if it 
vere not a Term expreſſive of Dominion, Authority, 
ad the like ; which are things in their nature ca- 


hol- BY able of different Degrees. The God and Father of 
115 who is Above All, is [ 5 N abſolutely,] GOD 
leaf. WY in the Abſolute Supreme ſenſe; (1) awri940; 3; ha- 
ever ing all Perfettions and all Power and Dominion, abs 


ſlutely in and of himſelf, original, underived, and 
independent on Any: And He is the (2) Fountain 
& all Perfect ions and Powers, that are found in A- 


= 


(1 Auerzov, on — G g566 ft 5 T0 DR 
wo Aura 9, ſusrex Þ 2x4(vou dir. ige. 3 
n Joh. P. 46, Huetij. | 

000 & zar, æ $orn®> : [ſpeaking of the Authority 
eommunicated from the Father to the Son, and from the Svn 
lo the Angels.] ibid. þ 47. Note: Theſe words are very ab- 
auch underſtood by Later Writers, ec The Fountain of THE De- | 


'9:" As if Origen had wo not #129 Yeo, but 275 
wy Sr, | 


1 Gul of the Univerſe.” Bur iv it, in reality, ws Obſve 
Chradter of Dominion, no relative Character; to — 


$4 Obſervation on ; Dr Waterland' 


Obſerv. ny Other whatſoever. The Son is God, by (z) 
* Communication of Divinity from the Father, wi 
NY by having (3) received from him POWER over the 
.. Cieation..- * (4) in a far lower and 

e Alfferem 


| 


(3) Meroxy Th tutu Shine Hlereabis es. ibid. p. 46 5 
5 Ari hexe. Surcb pus © n ibid. p. 218. 
| 0 151 xapiog Inawiay, ald 11 A TS Aires, 0 a- 
Ted. ' Juſtin. Dial. p. 91. Edit. Par. 
| "Exe 1 e Tpor pafu Gex, (viz. Ocey, xupien, vicy, Aya, 
&c.] - is TS c 178 Tereys Reds a4} ibid, 
* 74. 
Te xam Peay mw lion, © Ot Sora, vim, Gurs* x) 4% 
aw, is & 6 ere Ty. af avreb. ibid. p. 120. 
| Das bf De Taregs xarer, n. Hippolyt, contr, No. 
etum, $6, p. 10. 
| Obres 5 wv int warm "AY 356 Ae TAP, -— auld 
pres Deg Dbry dad Tov wureßs ibid. 
Nr pg &vT) Tod Taregs. Euſeb. Demonſtr. I. 5. p. 227, 
Orts 2 AcBorre, DE Tod raręegs xt. ibid. | 
Et Regis Summi honorem, & Der n nomen decepit, Lacan: 
lib. 4, c. 14. 
VDniverſæ Creaturæ & Dominus & Deus canine efle re- 
peritur. Novat. de Trin. c. 15, 3 
['Tis therefore too haſty in Dr Waterland, who Himſelf 
* Cites this laſt Paſſage, and was not ignorant of the reſt; to 
affirm, (p. 40 & 230, ) that © you will Never find it ſaid by tie 
re Antients, that the Father conſtituted Chriſt a God, or 4b. 
e pointed him to be God: That © the Antients Never ſpeak of 
1 Chriſts being conſtituted Gol: And © Toucan No where 
e find, that he was ever conſtituted God. CE 
(4) Pf. xcvii, 7. Worſhip him, all ye Gods. LXX, Tart 
WY Yau cured, Dan, 11, 475 36, God of Gods. 
- ©Ov0y, xl Toy eri ured, v Tov Telpnwinss © 050 Ow 
71 OE OZ NV, r Merixorras Tig O :d @vred, Origen. 
c. Celſ. lib. 7. p. 375. And, Comment. in Joh. p. 47, he ſays, 
that, beſides the True God [the Father, | there are Many 


(meaning the Angels,) who are Gods, furrexſ rod Ned, by 29 6 
_ 


Tr 


Sond Defenſe of his OuERIES. 
Ifen Senſe, are in Scripture, and in the Antient Obſerv. 


— -» 
, 1 
4 * a 
» : 1 1 E : 


Chriſtian Writers, ſtyled Gods; upon account of V. 


the Powers they are indued with, much ſuperi- 


our to Men. Moſes, Magiſtrates, and Prophets, 


(5) are- alſo in Scripture ſtyled Gods ; upon account 
of the Authority, wherewith they were reſpectively 
neſted. And All theſe (to whom the Title is 
ven in a ſubordinate ſenſe,) are, not (as Dr Na- 


trland ſtyles them) cc Nominal Or Falſe Gods, | 
but really and truly ſuch, in the Senſe wherein they 


x reſpectively ſo ſtyled in Scripture. And if 
men the Loweſt of Theſe are juſtly and rightly ſo 
ſykd, in the Senſe wherein the Scripture gives 


them That Title; how much more (6) may tho 


On-begotter Son of God, to whom the Title be- 


ings in an wnſpeakably higher and in a quite dif- 
ferent Senſe from any of the Others, juſtly have 


Tht Title given him; and yet The One God and 
Either of All, who is Above All, be nevertheleſs al- 


| byed to be Alone Supreme in abſolute independent 


Au. Ho- 


taking f. the Divine Nature. But God the Word, he ays, i is 


NubTepos rei AcuTolg ap ure Os, glorified far above all | 


Tſe Gods; becauſe tis through His Miniſtration that They are 
te Partakers of Divinity, Toi Aur F205 Derxove? 
wa Th; deve Tov N A. Yet even Theſe, he calls Tru- 
Gods, and diſtinguiſheth them from © Nominal” Goo þ.48. 
(5) I have ſaid, Ye are Gods. 
(6) Quz autem (malùm) ratio eſt, ut chm legant hoc eti- 
m Moy; nomen datum, dum dicitur, Deum te poſui Phara_ 


#; Chriſto negetur, qui non Pharaoni Deus, ſed univerſe Crea- 


je & Dominus & Deus conſtitutus eſſe reperitur! Novat. de 
Ire. C. * | 


rms Dr. Waterlands 
ob ity and - Dominion over all! Joh. X. 34, 6 
VI. i a. written in Tour Law, I ſaid, ye are Gude? 
Tf he called Them Gods, bs whndrabd Wire 
ene; and the Scripture camot be broken : 80 y 

of pins, 1 ns nd fo 
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| OBSERVAT. VI 


Es = = EX 2 * x 


Concerning the Generation 14 the Son, 


E Another Method, | Ae Dr Waterland u. 

| tempts to deſtroy the Supremacy of the One 60d 
and Father of All, who is Above All; is by de- 
nying Any real Generation of the Son, either Tem- 
poral or Eternal. 

The Council of Nice, eiberoning to exphin 
more minutely and philoſo ophically the General Expreſ- 
ſions of Scripture concerning the Only- begotten Sw 

e God, declared their Opinion to be, that the Son 
was © Begotten of the Father, that is, from the Sub- 
« lance of the Father, before all Ages : God from 
& God, * Light from Light.” The Manner, in 

wWuhich the Writers before and at the time of the 

Council, explained their Notion ; is This. That, 


as one Fire i is lighted from another Fire, without 


, i Owns ; _ 70 Pa; ix Tod e A Light ow 
A Light, This was — Their Meaning. 


| nts Difenſs of his Quen I ES. 


5 Fire loſing nothing thereby, of its own Light 
Heat: So God, the Firſt and Alone unoriginated 
Rational Agent, produced from Himſelf Another 


VI. 
A 


pelligent Rational Agent, a perfect Image and Re- 


{nblance of Himſelf; without any way altering, 
binding, dividing, or diminiſhing any thing 
hom, his own eſſentially and unchangeably inherent 
qerſonal or ſubſtantial Perfections. Abways taking 


(which Later Writers by degrees negleRed ;) that 


nas Light ſhineth forth and is communicated, 


a Property of its nature; the Son of God is, 
1 the * Power and Will and Deſign 7 the Faber, 
1 rere Image. 

In oppoſition to This, Dr Marerland aſſerts that 
Theſe Phraſes, - By © Power, ” by < Will, 2 
* Defgn, * by Choice, by Connſel,” 


w by the Will of the Luminous Body, but by a ne- 


te like ; do not ſignify any real Exertion of —_ 


wi real Act or Operation of the Father, ariſing from 


I * either in Time, or from Eternity; but 3 
01504 neceſſity of Nature, not indeed in oppo- 
"ro, but accompanied with the Approbatian of, his 


Fil, Yer, very inconſiſtently; when he comes to 


dur into the Derail of Particulars, he acknowledges 
nceming every one of theſe or the like Phraſes, in 
n Paſſage of every Ante-nicene Writer ; that they 


preſs merely the Free Voluntary Act 6 f the Father, 
= - and 


— 


y Amawr, Pevay, 9: Ahe, ve hu, — Tpoaypers C. 


14 9 0 Dr s Defenſe, p. 121, Oc. and 256. 
1. | | 7" | "5" BO 


8 
Jay: lay Abſcifſion, Diviſion, or Diminution-; the ori Obſerv. 
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* : -Diitiiotene on Dr Wear 


Oblerv. I and not any neceſſity of nature at all; nay, th 
VI. they expreſs a mere Temporal Aft of the Father 
por fo he explains That Generation of the Sor 
which Alone Theſe Writers ever call by That nx 

{and which they ſpeak of under the forementions 
Terms,) to be indeed nb Generation at all; by 
merely ſuch a Miſſon, Manifeſtation, or Sendis 

forth of the Son, as that every Action of Chriſt va 
fever, might with equal reaſon be called his Ge, 
ration. But then, becauſe theſe Writers ſuppoſe 
: the Son of God * not to be DCraundels Mads ( 
Formed or Fabricated extrinſecally (as the Aateri 
Creation was,) but Generated immediately from t 
Father Himſelf ; (in conſequence whereof, The! 
Plulofophy taught them that he was f in the Fathe 

' &yevires, before he was generated from him ;) hend 

the Dr infers, that This his being # in the Father be 
fore he was generated from him, is a Prior Genera 
tion, and the moſt Proper Filiation or Generatia 

And yet no one Writer either before or at the ti 

of the Council of Nice, ever once mentions Ti 
Generations of the Son before the Beginning of t 
World, ever once mentions any Prior Generation, 6 


ver once mentions any other antemundane Generati0 
: beide 


* T own, * ds Vannes, and he like. 

= nei rep ei 7 ern, Surdlies 7 mw & r Tug aii 
Conſtantin. in Epiſt. Euſeb. ad Eccleſ. Cæſar. apud. Te 
lib. 1. e. 12, The Paſſage at length, with critical Obſervat 
ont upon it, 2e! in the Reply to Dr W s Defenſe, p. 124. 

Exo 5 Js T zvred A dy Ten fv Tok leis 0908 
Nueig, ginnen &vpy &c, Theoph. ad Autolyc. P. 81. Tor * 
glas aur zl ere c wagos N Tl A 7 
yet Tpoftapurgy, per ru T4005 wnio4ws, ibid, p. 129) 


* 
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aides That One which they affirmed to be by the Obſery, © 

imer ind Mill of the Father, Before All Ages, and VI. = 
es all Worlds, and Before all Time: And Dr Ma- » — 
wand himſelf very largely and fully explains This it 

is Prior Generation, (as he had before explained a- | 

py the other Generation,) to be in No ſenſe Any | 

bneration at all; but a mere co-exiſtence with, not 
gall any Derivation from, the Father. Thus the 

It has totally denied All generation of the Son, ei- i! 
ther pe or eternal; and introduced, inſtead of : —_ 
b Two A s Two equally wnoriginate Perſons, _ 
Two Supreme independent Gods, = = 
The Proof of This Charge, is as follows. Th 
1 That the Phraſes, by © Power, * by 

mil,” by e Defign, * by © Choice, ” by 

& Counſel, ** and the like; do not ſignify any real 
Exertion of Power, any real Act or Operation of tha 

tber, ariſing from his Mill, either in Time, or 

hom Eternity ; but a mere abſolute neceſſity of Nature, 

bt indeed in oppoſition to, but accompanied with the 

tyrobation of, his Mill: This is what the Dr has 

tlrge contended for, in his Firſt Defenſe, through 

oit Query VIII. And in his Second Defenſe, he ſtill 

prlſts in it. 7 muſt complain of it, (ſays he,) as 5. 2732 

"4 great Inſtance of Unfairneſs, —— for you to 

0 bring up This Pretence again, * the Ante-Ni- 

* cene Writers did not allow the Son to exiſt or to BE 

* GENERATED b y Neceſſity of Nature,” Again: 

Will, in the fenf of Approbation or Acquieſ= P. 283. 
" ence, is very common with Antient Writers : ” 
[et noe One Inſtance does he allege out of Any 

Chiltian Writer, before the Council of Ne: ] 

<1. 4 Nor 


60 | : Obſervations on Dr Water land 


Obſerv. « Nor was it thought abſurd to fay, chat God had 
VE . Willed thus or thus from all Eternity, and * could 


WYY « not Mill otherwiſe.” And whereas the Council of 


Sirmium, ſtill later than That of Nice, anathemati- 
zed any one who ſhould ſay that * the Son f 
« was begotten without the Will of the Father; 
“For the Father did not beget the Son bh 6 
* Phyſical Neceſſity of Nature, without the Oy 

& ration of his Wills but he at once Willed and be- 
« oat the Sen-: Rather than the Council ſhall be 
allowed to mean nf they 4 notoriouſly Did mia, 
and what their Words neceſſarily ſignify ; a ridicu- 
lous Signification ſhall be invented, of the tem 
Lien Purina, | neceſſity of Nature, (as taken by ſome 
(1) Later Chriſtian Writers only, never by Any of 
the Antients, from certain Platonick, Philoſophers) 
2 Signification in finitely abſurd to be applied in 
Firſt Def. This place; as if it ſignified *“ Force upon the Fa 


| mit : _—_ ther's Mil, an © outward Coaction, Fort, 


mans,p.21. be or Compulſon; that God « was compelled by 4 
Second Def, 6 &. 


252. 
bt and 
compare, . Note: The ts is not 3 concerning Moral, but 


the Reply to Phyſical or Natural Neceſſity. 
Dn Ws +-See[the Paſſage at large, with critical Notes on the Ren 
Def Þ:257» gy; of h l 250 
K. ing of it, in the] Reply to Dr un Defenſe, p. 257, 25%, 
| 27 4+. 
+ Voluntas ita quam Neceſſeati opponunt gi mien pre 
ſules, mera eft libertas; ac non ſolùm violento & coaclo con- 
traria, ſed etiam ei quod ita Naturæ eſt conſentaneum, ut ex 
- arbitrio confilioq; minimè pendeat. Quæ fuit Euſebij ca. 
rienſi 7s opinio, &c. Petavius De Trin. lib. 6, c. 8. 
.) And even Theſe, when they ſpeak of Coaftion, I think 
hardly uſe the words Purixy &rdyxn, or Oberg ancryxn; but 
_ *Azeynn ingly; as referring to ſomething External, diſtit- 
| 5 from the interna} pu of the Thing * of. 


eee, of bi Qu ERIES 


to ee room for this Abſurd Uſe of the Phraſe ; 


God the Father himſelf ſhall (1) very hardly be al- Py 


bed by Dr Waterland, to exiſt by Neceſſity of Na- 
un, And 0 2) * the moſt Real ind 
Poſitive 


(1) © * Show me where either gie or Fathers ever ſaid, 


« that God the Father exiſted by Neceſſity of Nature, though 


« they have in Other Terms aſſerted the ſame thing which 


4% Now mean by neceſſity of nature: 2d Defenſe, p. 251. 


" None of the Antients Durſt have ſaid, that God exiſts by Ne- 
i ceſſity: ” p. 252. Ihe Fathers would never ſay, has he 


tile, or was God, by Neceſſity : p. 253.” © The Antient 
" Writers, I conceive, for eight Centuries, would have denied. 
* or did deny, that God was God by Neceſſity: p. 14. 

() ** Whether, when we ſay any thing is ſelf-exiſteht, the 
ud, (of ſelf) have any Poſitive Meaning: p. 428. Self 
* exiſtence is negative: p. 419. Self-exiſtence, I have now 
" determined, I think upon plain reaſons, that it is Negative 
" mh:” p. 430. The manifeſt Ab/urdiry of this Aſſertion, 
lath been fully and diftindly ſhown in the following words, 
in a Book entituled, A Modeft Plea, &c. *© Self-exiſtent being 


the ſame as unoriginate, is (Some think) merely a Negative 
* Charater. But this is a great Miſtake. For though the 


" word, unoriginate, according to the grammatical Co mpoſi- 


tion of it, is negative; yet the Idea expreſſed by it, is poſ#- 


tive. As you will ſee by the like Caſe in another Word. 
* The word, inßnite, according to the grammatical Compo- 


* ſition of it, is merely negative ; ; But when we ſay; God is 


* infinite or immenſe, the Idea is not a bare Negative, a mere 
" negation of Bounds, but denotes the poſitive Great- 


" neſs of That whoſe Exiſtence is declared to be immenſe - 


* $0 endleſs with regard to Duration, though the Mord in- 


" deedis negative; yet the Thing ſignified by it [eternity] is not 


"2 negative, but a real and poſitive Duration. In like Man- 
ner, Uneriginate or Underived, though the Words themſelves 
"xe merely negative, yet the Thing expreſſed by them is 


« Ground 


not a mere Negation of being derived, but a real and poſitive 


Force, and Againſt bis Mill. And, oe 
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* any Place: Nay, his very Exiſtence it ſelf may as well be 


* or his Self-exiſtence. ” P.216, 217. The Dr was referred t 


at all a poſteriori alone, from the pheno.zena of a Finit 
World? or the Eternity of God, from phenomena merely Tow 


y (3) i»finite,). ſhall be (4) turned into Ridicules 


(5) No Internal Cauſe, no Ground or Reaſon « 
_ Exiſtence in the abſolute Neceſſity of Nature; but 
to exiſt abſolutely without Any Ground or Reaſon 


C Ground or Foundation of Exiſtence in the Subſtance itſelf, 


God may as well be turned into mere Negatives; His Unity 
8 into not being more than One; His Omniſcience, into not be 


neceſſary nature of an unoriginate or Firſt Cauſe? 


 * Senſe, (lays the Dr) without the Suppoſition of a Cauſe prior i 
the Firſt: Which yet is Non-Senſe:” p. 429. Theſe word: 


ing of a Proof 4 priori, is. 


* Ground” or Reaſon © of Exiſtence, p. 4293] external # 


— on Dr Watttland's 


Poſittve of All Ideas, ſhall be declared to be.a me 
Negative. And the Proof. of the exiſtence of f 
Firſt Cauſe, 4 priori; (without which, uo Auribus 
of God can poſſibly be proved at all to be proper. 


And the ſelf-exiſtent God ſhall be declared to have 


OI 


« which is properly expreſſed by Neceſſary Exiſtence. Ac 
ce cording to Tour way of arguing, All the Attributes of 


6 ing ignorant of any Thing ; His Omnipotence, into not bein 
« limited in Power; His Omnipreſence, into not being abſent from 


— 
DS 


& aid to be a'mere Negation, as the Neceſſity of his exiſting, 
This, before; and he takes Notice of it in his p. 218, wit 


out pretending to make any the leaft Anſwer to it. 
(3) For, can the actual infinity or immenſity of God, be proved 


porary? without taking in, @ priori, the conſideration of tit 


(4) © To prove the Exiſtence of a Firſt Cauſe, a priori; has 


ſhow, that Dr Vaterland does not underſtand what the Ae 
) © We are not to ſuppoſe Any Cauſe a [any ” Caſe 


« INTERNAL ; but abſolutely No cauſe z becauſe there i 
* canſe prior to the Firſt: ” . 430. | 


wy =  -£© tw ar . ©» = 19 r © Z 2M. m==D= 


nee Defenſe ef bs QuznIEs. — WM 


of Exiſtence Which if it was true, it would fol- Obſerv, 
by that he might likewiſe as well, without \ Any VI. 
(aut or Reaſon, Ceaſe to exiſt. And (6) the Fr 
yl, by which the Antient Chriſtian Wri- 

ters generally expreſs the Self-exiſtence of the Father, 7 | 
* Peculiar mme Prerogative of being 5 | 
ſolutely Oy =_ 


' (0 The Term by which the Antients moſt frequently 
apreſs God's exiſting by the neceſſity of his own nature, is (not 
fre or n gero, Fg Dr . alleges, p. 254: For, Man is 
firs or . do's p G-, yet not by neceſſity of Nature: 
but the proper Term is,) -, Unoriginated. Which word, 
though in its grammatical compoſition it be indeed negative, 
jet the Idea expreſſed by it (as I have ſhown above) is of all 
Others the meſt poſitive and real; denoting what we uſually 
all Self-exiftence, This Term, i, expreſſing thus the 
trime and Incommunicable Prerogative of the Father; Dr Ha. 
irland (p. 254. 256, 264, 268.) is very deſirous, without 
lay Pretenſe of Manuſcripts, to change it perpernally into &i. 
50. Becauſe he thinks ? applicableto the Son, as well 
s to the Father. Yet he produces No Paſſage | of Any Ante- 
Nicene Writer, wherein even i,. is applied to the Son; 
acepting one only, where the Reading is evidently Corrupt; 
Cenpare Dr W's 2d Defenſe, p. 27 6, with The Reply to his Firſt 
defense, p. 295, And here tis very pleaſant to obſerve, how 
be cries out (* Where are your Manuſcripts?”) when we de- 
re to amend the word 4411; in Origen, becauſe the ſenſe 
nd connexion and Antitheſis of the Paſſage itſelf evidently re» 
Quites an Amendment, and the word is in no other place of 
de very Large Writings of the ſame Author found applied 
b the Son, nor (I believe) in Any place of Any Other Ante- 
Nene writer: At the ſame time that He himſelf is, againſt 
te Faith of All Manuſcripts, throwing out the word h- 
g out of Many Paſſages of Many Antient Authors. where 
lie Senſe and · Connexion (as well as the frequent Uſe of the 
yord) neceſſarily requires it ſhould be retained. 


 Obſerr. ſoturely Unoriginate ; hall, without Any Pretenſs 


| guage ſhall be at an end. 


| Es OR Att of the Father, and not "e * 


bation: Fir Def. p. 127; and Second Def. p. 282. The 
* word, Will, has been uſed by Some of the Ancients, u bf 


n JJV 
I, n , ee — 
N n 


ober baue on E Wading 5 


of Authority from A Maunſcript or vrtiow 
” Reading, be changed, in inumerable Paſſages 
Antient Authors, into another word, which the 0 
(becauſe he Suppoſes it to be applicable,) affirm to 
be applied to the Son equally with the Father: And 
yet even That Other word, (excepting only one ſigl 
Paſſage of Origen, in which the Senſe evident 
ſhows the Reading to be corrupt,) he does not ſo 
much as once find applied to the Son in Am Ou 
Ante-Nicene Writer. And rather than Will and 
Neceſſity ſhall not be confounded together, with the 
utmoſt Abſurdity ; il (7) ſhall ſignify Am thin, 
how remote ſoever; and Any thing, how remote ſo- 
ever, ſhall ſignify Will: And 1o all 20 of Lan- 


2. Vet, aſter all this monſtrous Extravagancy 
of an Attempt to blend together the Two contra- 
dictory Ideas of Neceſſity and Mill; the Dr very in- 
conſiſtently, when he comes to enter into the De- 
tail of Particulars, acknowledges concerning even 
ane of the forementioned Phraſes, [ Generated by 
« Power, * by Will,” by © Defign, ” „ 

« Choice,” by © Counſel,. ] and concerning even 
ether the like Phraſe, in every Paſſage of every Ante 
Nicene Writer ; that they expreſs merely the Fr 


(7) © The Hill of God, is God Himſelf: ” cited with Appro- 


* ANY natural Powers of Gad. p. 283. 


N Serond Defenſe of his Quzr ES. 65 — 


uur, at all; may, that they expreſs [notwith- Obſerv. 


fnding the words reg rs c , and the * . 


\ met. — Alt of the Father. 


„ Many of the Fathers (ſays he) ſpeak of Nohigher P. OY 7 


k a Generation, than That ¶ voluntary] Ante-mundane 
r: viz. the * eftation of 1 Son, in e 

5 create This world. 

'« [ admitted, that Ignatius might underſtand. by i 
| Generation, 4 voluntary ante. mundane Generation 

vn Manifeſtation ; with ſeveral other Fathers. 

« Tuſtin Martyr ſpeaks of No Generation higher 

i the That Voluntary ante-mundane Generation, o- 
 therwiſe called Mani feſtation. -1 allow that the 
Ligos BECAME a SON (according to Juſtin) 9 

| / Voluntary Appointment. ** 

f Chriſt were here (by Juſtin) ſaid to be God 
oy the Will of the Father, it might bear a good 
fast. For, ſuppoſing That to be the caſe, Juſtin 
tay mean no more, than that the Son Acted and 
Appeared as God, with conſent of the Father, 
uho appointed him ſo to appear and att.” 5 
* The Proceſſion MAKES him a SON, and is 
Voluntary. As to Chriſt being Lord of Hoſts 

h the Father's appointment, T have allowed it 
dove, in Juſtin's ſenſe. - You ſeem to think. 
the I have ſomewhere denied the Higheſt Gene- 
ation ſpoken of by Juſtin, to be Temporal : 3 
Whereas I have conſtantly allowed it. ——— The 
in proceeded 3; in or, (Light of Light) i 
TIME, according to Juſtin, and aca, 3 to mas 


J More beſides Him. on | ET 
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Obſerv. 


VI. 
p. 306. 
p. 292. 


| Obſervations on Dr Watetland's 
« 4s to the Other [viz. Ante- Nicene] Ale 
ce rities, from Tuſtin Martyr, Gr. I allowed Wil 
« to be talen in Dr Clarke's ſeuſe.”* 
« Trenzus comes not under our Inquiry, having 


* * ſaid __ either of Temporal or Eternal Gone 


p. 289. 
| 5. 290. 


ibid. 


P. 292. 


00 ration. 

cc Tatian, who WW Juſtin E Whats; I bs 70 
ce ſpeak. Only of a Temporal Generation or Proceſſ- 
ee on, in like manner as Juſtin.” 

ce admit the ſame thing of Arheniipoens as of 
« Tuſtin and Tatian; that he ſpeaks of No higher 


Generation, than the Proceſſion.” 


« Theophilus comes under the ſame Predicamen 
« with. the Three Writers before- me ntioned.” 

« Clemens of Alexandria may be likewiſe allow- 
« ed to ſpeak of the Proceſſion. And when he ſa ſays 


The Word ſprang or aroſe from the Will of the 


p. 292. 
* of the Temporal Generation or Proceſſion. ” 


. 107 . 


« Father, it is 2 "oped intended of his being ſent ont 


« to Mankind, * 
„ Hippolytus was undoubtedly i» the 25 


6 The Father BEOAr the Son, that is, Seit of 
© ſhewed him to the world, (which is Hippolymus' 


« Leaning ;) when he willed, and as he willed.” 


2-284. + 


To the ſame purpoſe [viz. his ſpeaking of No 
6c Generation higher than That Voluntary An- 
ie mundane Generation, otherwiſe called Manffaſa 


« tion,] I quoted H ippolytus : Who an, makes 4 


c Manifeſtation 70 be the Sor?s Generation. 


p. 287. 


| * The Son proceeded 93; in pe (Light of Light 


u TIME, according o Hippolytus,” 


* 


ce iti 


. . SS =. F Þ- =. 


gend Defenſe F his Quzn1es. 67 
Hub 7 his Proceſſion ¶ in order to operate in the Obſerv. 

i Creations] Tertullian ſuppoſes the Sonſbip [properly 2 22 | 

« 10 commence. So that the Logos —— BECAME a 5. 104. 

« SON in TIME ; re 


« till he came out to create | 
Tertullian goes upon the ſame Hypotheſ; S, in th 2. 292. 
uin, with Thoſe before- mentioned. - 
| Origen, Novatian, Merhodius, the Dr ii o- P. 29. 
jr; only referring his Reader to his Former 
"Y And I alſo refer him to the Reply. 

« Euſebius (ſays he) I did not cite, * ſome ibi. 
6 Juſt Exceptions may be made to Him. | 

4 The Som proceeded cd, ix pon; (Light of Light) P. 287. 
i in TIME, according to Many. and perhap, 
s even the Nicene Fathers. [ Vet they expreſſly 
by, twas reg mira duden before all Ages. ] 

| After This, the Dr ſlides gently into Quotati- 2 295» 
ms from Modern Writers, who by degrees om 
founded (as they did every thing elſe) the Difference 
tetween Neceſſity and Will. 

But is it not, * the Paſſages now cited, abun- 
Gly apparent, that the ſame Dr Materland, who Firſt Def. 
ad been at large contending that being generated Qs. 1 l; 
h the Will and Power of the Father might mean the be 9g 
lame thing as a neceſſary Emanation ; and had com- 
flaned of it as 4 great Inſtance of Unfairneſs, to pre- 
tend that the Ante-Nicevwe Writers did not allow 
tie. Sou to exiſt or to BE GENERATED by ne. 
a of Nature; has, aſter all this, fully acknow- 
ledped that every one of the Phraſes in every Paſſage 
of every Ante»Niceve Writer, wherein the Son is 
Mex Das of as being BEGOT TEM by the Power 


"=: and 


With 


Oblerv. and Vril of the Farber, denotes and expreſſes merely 


VI. 


WV Neceſſity of Nature at all; nay, that it expreſſes (ac- 


Temporal Act of the Father ? -This Generation there- 


9.312. 


than in ſuch a Senſe as Every Action of Chriſt hat- 


2.291. 


te make, · and then to govern the Creatures: Tis no- 


was not naturally impoſſible) to have been Sent fort 
by the Son. *Tis no other Generation, than the 
Generating of a perſon, who, before This Genen 
ting, was as much and as truly Generated, as he w. 
after. That is; Tis in No Senſe Any Generati 


at all. Was ever a ſerious matter, thus ludicrus 
treated? 


| Obſervations on Dr Waterland's | 


a Free Voluntary Act of the Father, 2 not any 


cording to Dr Waterland's interpretation) a mere 


fore (as the Dr underſtands it) is indeed No Gene- 
e er at all. Tis nothing but * the Sons being 
C SENT out oeconomically from the Father, firſt to 


thing but “ a Miſſion, Manifeſtation, or Exerti- 
ce on.” It means no more than a Manifeſtatim, 
cc Exertion, or tabing a New Office, Relation c. 
« What Change is there in all This, more than there 
ce is in God the Father upon any new Act, Manife- 
c ſtation, Exertion of Power &c? There is no Change 
« at all in it, no not ſo much as in any Mode o 
« Exiſtence.” Tis no other Generation of the Sm; 


ſoever, is a new Generation of him. *Tis no other 
Generation of the Son, than in ſuch a Senſe as the 
Son might as poſſibly have Begotten the Father, il 
the Father had been pleaſed (which the Dr thinks 


Well; « But, ſays thr Dr, (though it be in 


deed 10 Grains at all; ſtill) ce jt is Undoubteal ¶ ters 
7 lian 7 ade Mriters Call Genera 


| & l, 


Heeon⸗ Defenſe 17 his Qu ERIE E 8. 
00 n; And therefore This (ſays he) is diſputing, | 


« wot . Me, but againſt Them. I anſwer: 


v. NOT ONE Ante-Nicene Writer ever was ſo 
wa) as to call That a Generating, by which the 
Gmerated Perſon was no more Generated than he was 
fore. There are indeed figurative and metaphorical 
lenſes, wherein perſons may very elegantly be ſaid 


4 


Obſere? 
VL 


p be begotten or generated into a New State, when 


they are inveſted with ſome extraordinary New. 


Pavers. © Thus God is ſaid in Scripture to have Be- 


laren Vs unto 4, lively Hope, by the Reſurrection of 


(rift from the Dead. And to Chriſt himſelf, up- 
n his being raiſed from the Dead, he faith, (Ale 
lh 33>) Thou art my Son, This Day have T begotten 
tee, But never was That ſtiled in Auy ſenſe a Gene- 
ing or Begettivg, before which the perſon generated 
vs Every thing he could be after it : A Generating, 


vhich implied in it No Change at all, no not ſo 


nuch as in any Mode of Exiſtence ; '' No Change 
ure, than there is in «© God the Father” 


linſef,, upon Every « New Ad or Exertion of 


Power, What the Writers before and at the time 
o the Council of Mice, call the Generation of the 
Sn; always means a Real Generation, a Generation 
by which the Son was zeiten., by which he was re- 
ah [not, runde, made or formed, as was the materi- 
«World; but v,] generated from the Father 
by his Power and Mall. And This Generation, by 
Which he G Became a Son, and which is the ON 
Mante-mundane Generation Any of Thoſe Wri- 
ts ever call by That Name; is by Some of them, 
ſr e ſcems to think by All of them,) f on 
po 
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e 
Vi. 


All Ages; the Dr is in the next place to make A- 


* dv, and the like, ] ſignify Eternity. But the Gene. 


Any Generation at all. SIO Ct 


calls the ' Temporal Generation of the Son, though 


** on Dr Waterlang # 


1 to be Temporal, by Others Eternal, if the 
words [ ves a Gunner, iz am * re) wo 


ration Dr Materland 1 15 in No ſenſe 


3. Having Thus reduced to Nothing, what Hi 


the Creed of the Council of Mice expreſlly ſays of 
That Generation, that it was (go viren 419191) before 


mends for this Great Liberty, by inventin 
Another Generation of the Son, a Genera. 
en never heard or thought of by Any Writer 


5 before or at the time of the Council of Nice, n 
Generation Prior to That which Theſe Writers ſup.» 
poſe to be Before All Ages and before all Worlds and 0 

before All Time. This Prior of the Two antemun-· ¶ ¶ he 

dane Generations of the Son, the Dr tells us, 15 x; 

Firfl Def. his moſt PROPER Filiation and Generation; in 
71 and « in reſpect of which, CHIEFLY, he is the Oe. 

> 4 ly-Begotten, and 4 diſtiuct Perſon from the Fa-. 
„ ther.” Now, is it not very wonderful, tha i 

Second Def. When the Dr is Defending this aſſertion, and repeat d. 
P.. i with confidence, that © raking the Fathers CO. n 
& LECTIVELY, there is Demonſtration for Tha « 

e Threefold Diſtinction, of a Prior and Poſter « ' 
ante-mundane Generation of the Son, and a Thi xc 
Generation of him in the Fleſh ; he ſhould not b 

able to produce Any ONE Paſſage out of A u 
ONE Ante-nicene Writer, in which This Pra bo 
ante - mundane Generation, this ” «© moſt PROPE Nu 

* Fon and a. the Son, in reſje# ee 


Which 


EY. 


Sund Defenſe of his QUtRIEs. 


notion) that they who were fo conſtantly ſollici- 
ig tous to avoid the imputation of aſſerting 750 
of Lev or aim] Onoriginated Perſons, ſhould 
Ire Never expreſs the Firſt and oft Proper Generation 


generation at all? Can any man believe, that not 
Ante-mundane Gererations of the Son? Is it credi- 


bo His, that That which with Him is the original and 
(ny Real Generation of the Son, ſhould with Them 
Never be once ſo ſty led at all; and That which with 
Him 's in No ſenſe any Generation at all, (any more 
mn Every Action of Chriſt whatſoever, is a New 
Gmeration of him,) ſhould with Them be Always and 
Ov ſtyled the Generation of the Son? But the 
Wonder will ceaſe, when it ſhall appear, that after 
{ This, Dr Materland Himſelf, very inconſi iſtently, 


* PROPER Filiation and Generation of the Son, in re- 
1 eck of which CHIEFLY he is the Only-Begotten ;** 
wen This generation, I fay, as well as the Other, Dr 
Naterland himſelf, in his explication of his Scheme, 
takes to be in No ſenſe Any Generation at all. 
For though he Calls it (for Forms ſake, and to a- 
nuſe Ignorant Readers,) Eternal Generation; yet he 
lues you would by no means underſtand him to 


« which CHIEFLY be is the ONLY-BEGOT TEN,” Obſete;\ 
hould ever once be ſtiled either Filiation, or Gene- VI. 
ration, or Begetting, or by any other equivalent term — 
it all? Can any man imagine it poſſible, (if theſe 

Antient Writers had ever thought of Dr Waterland's 


of the Son, by Any words that in any ſenſe denote 
(NE of them ſhould ever ONCE mention - Two 


be, if Their Sentiments had been in Any degree like | 


makes This Generation likewiſe, even This «© moſt 


intend 


— — . —— ———ꝛ—ͤ ⁵.üͥ— . — V — 


rv. e ene hide; but a ea 
VI. ence with, and not at all any Derivation from, the 
„6. Father. For „ the Scripture (he tells us) is not ch 
. © and full, for this Eternal Generation; and « thy 
ec Catholicks Themſelves were for ſome time pet 
7 316. © much divided about it; and, C had it not been for 
N 6 ſome Perſons coming to read the Fathers with the 
ce notion of Eternal Generation in their Heads, they 

5 2284, tc gauld never have miſtaken, *' &c. For All 
ns. 66 * Ale Writers ever meant by Eternal Filiati- 
283. © on,” is [not at all any Filiation or Generation, 
but] < the eternal EXISTENCE of the Son; the 
Exiſtence of a Son Not generated, the Exiſtence of 

a Son who is No Son; the © Exiftence of à real and 

&« living Word, a Mord of God, eternally Related to| 

ec the Father whoſe Word he is; that is, having 

Such a Relation, as there would be between 73s Un- 
begotten, Two unoriginated Perſons, co-exiſting in 
the ſame Subſtance: Such a Relation, as, (though Dr 
5.284. Waterland is pleaſed to call it in words, © a relati- 
& on to the Father as his Head; yet in Truth) im- 
plying No real Derivation either of Being, Power, 
Authority, or any other Perfection; makes the Father 

to be indeed, in Any real ſenſe, neither Head nor 
Fountain nor Father. For (to repeat the Similitude 

=. - | I before alleged :) In like manner as, in caſe the 
"0 Sun and its Beams had Always exiſted together, co- 
$ eval, immoveable, and immutable ; and there had Ne- 
ver been at all any real motion of Emiſſion of the one 
from, the other; it would then have been in 10 
ſenſe any more true, that the Beams proceeded from 


the San, than the Sun from the Beams: And as 
| * 2 "Hh 
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te; and there had Never been at all any real Growth 
of the one out of the other; it would then have 
ken in no ſenſe any more true, that the Branches 
qeeeded from the Root, than the Roor from the 


wy of thinking) there had been only an eternal ne- 
g/ EXISTENCE of the Father and the Son to- 
ber, without any real Generation or Derivation of 
lug, either in Time or Eternity, of the Son from 
he Faber; it would then have been in no ſenſe any 
mee true, that the Son was Begotten of the Father 
ad derived his Powers and perfections from him, 
han that the Father was Begotten of the Son and 
krived his Powers and perfections from Him; 
that che Father was in Any Senſe the Head or 
hurain or Father of the Son, any more than the 
in was the Head or Fountain or Father of the Fa- 
Dr Waterland's opinion therefore, taking a. 


amal or Eternal ; amounts evidently to an Aſo 
ion of Two. [raps cel r tei, ainnrei, Unorigina- 
uperſons. Which, in the (1) Reaſon of Things, 
1. ( 2) bis Own Confe ſt ion, is direct n. 


0 e enim natus non fuiſſet; innatus, comparatus cum eo 
fl eſſet mnatus, equatione in utroq; oſtensà duos faceret inna- 
h, & ideo duos faceret Deos. Novat. de Trin. cap. 31. 


af perable, would ber wo Gods, n to the e y 


* 


hohen: So, if (according to Dr Naterlauds 


17 wholly all real Generation of the Son, wheeber | 


9 * Two unoriginate divine Per ſons, however otherwiſe 


| 4 'M be K Root _ ; of a Tree; had 4 Obſervx. 
giſted together, co-eval, immoveable, and immuta- 


VI. 


5. 207, 


k. G 


P. 17, 


Juſtice Dr Waterland charges Thoſe, who aſſert the 
Son to be at all a Son by Any real Generation, cithet 


ce ther the Son of God, be a Precarious Being, — D 
* Exempt him from the number of Precarious 35 
« No Medium between Self-exiſtence in the hight 
cc ſenſe ” [as if Self-exiſtence were capable of Degrees 
. * therefore God Supreme. 
The proper and full Notion of a Precarious B 


e Subject. SOIT with 4 * depends 


Obſervations on Dr Waterland / 


OBSERVAT. VIL 


3 what Dr Watetland charger 
as making the Being of the Son Preca 


* ious. 


From what has been d. it appears with vb 


Temporal or Eternal; with making the Being of the 
Son PRECARIOUS. And, becauſe the Word ſound 
odious, he takes great Delight in repeating it. © Whe 


ce grad the Son of God into Precarious Exiſtence. 


= 8 ,>. 3 


& ings, —— Make of him a Precarious Being. 


& and Precarious Exiſtence. Subjettion of 
c Precarious Being. No Precarious Being, 
- Precarious and De 
Hake the Son Precarious. - 


=> = =, SB” VS 


_ 
P— 


© pendent. 


1 


= 


cc ing. ——— Diſpute whether a Precarious Being 


e Precarious, created Bei Is MUTABL! 


« and corruptible, has a Precious E xiſtence. 
| 6 Precariou 


= 


| 1 
ö 
9 
8 - 


„ Defenſs of his Qu ERIES. 


7 precarious, mutable at Pleaſure. - 
i ous Being. Making him 4 precarious Be- 
« ing, —— Sink, God the Son into Precarious Ex- 
« ifences *' " only Foundation of This Charge, 


nous Doctrine of All Chriſtian Writers before and 
8 the time of the Micene Council ;) that is, the aſ- 
king the Son to be at all a Son by Any real Gene- 
im, either Temporal or Eternal ; is (according to 
Dr Waterland) making the Being of the Son Preca- 
rw. Whatever ariſes at all from the Power and 


ger abſolutely Immutable That Act of his Power 
wriexs, as the Exiſtence of Any Creature whatſoever, 


al to day and for ever, Before All Ages, and To all 
4 permanently and Immutably: Still, if he is 
wt ſo by a Neceſſity altogether independent of the Fa- 
ter himſelf, that is, if he is not really as Self-exiſt- 
at as the Father; his Exiſtence is (in Dr Water. 
lads account ) as Mutable and Precarious, as That 
the meaneſt Being in the Univerſe. Let the Dr 
r pleaſed to try This manner of arguing, in Auy 
(ther caſe. God, ſays the Apoſtle, Cannot Lie. 


x, Is therefore the Yeracity of God, a thing as 
Unable and Precarious, becauſe it entirely depends 
won his ill; as is the Exiſtence of Any Creature 
Matfoever 2 That the © Ni of God, in This 
Md the like caſes, is not (as Dr Vaterland moſt ab- 
. K 2 "= 


ii that the aſſerting the Son to be Begotten by the 
Murr and Mill of the Father, (which was the unani- 


Mof the Father, either in time or eternity; how- 
al ill be; is (with the Dr) as durable and Pre-. 


icknowledge Jeſus Chriſt to be the Same neſterday 


The Only reaſon why he cannet, is becauſe he Mil 


7 


4 Precari- Obſerv. 
VII. 


"EY | 
2 361,362. 


434» ©. 
511. 


VII. 


18 
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| Obſery. farth cites from Another Author with Approba- 


p.233; © Power of God; is evident from hence, that it can- 


God faith the Apoſtle, is No Reſpecter of Perſons 
Evidently, with regard to phyſical Powers, it is 28 


To give One Inſtance more: The Supreme Domi 


| * Natyral Neceſſity * for ws” :_— * oe 
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Obſervations on Dr Waterland's | 


tion,) the ſame in Signification as 6 Any Natura 


not be ſaid with equal Truth, (Dr Waterland himſelf 
I ſuppoſe, will hardly ſay it,) that the On- reaſon 
why God cannot ceaſe to Be, or ceaſe to be C nnipre- 
ſent or Omniſtient, is becauſe he Will not. Apain: 


eaſy for God to reſpect Perſons, as not to reſßel them, 
Is therefore God's being no Reſpecter of Perſons, 1 
thing « Precarious and ** Mutable at Pleaſure! 


nion of God the Father over all, and the Son's Mini. 
ftration to him, is ( according to Dr Waterland) 
founded merely on * mutual Concert and Apret 
« nent, = Mutual Agreement , and Polunt 


cc Occonomy : Will he therefore fay, (as in Thi ( 
way of arguing he muſt,) that the Supreme Domini 
on of the God and Father of All is as PRECA 

% RIO US * and as © MUTABLE at pleaſure, 

as the Exiſtence of Any Creature whatſoever? Le. 
him hear how his Own words ſound, when applied de 
to his Own Notion. © Moft evidently the Fathers th 
Supremacy of Dominion, < is no PREC ARIOUS Ml :: 
Supremacy : Nor is Any Creature whatever, at a I. 
<« Precgrious or Mutable, by the ſame way of 7 
CL ſoning. A mighty Honour done to God the Fa Nc 
ther, * to malę His Supremacy * uo more Prof ( 
$ rious than the reſt of the Creation ! Certain howe T 
ver it is, that, upon Tour Principles, there is Lul 


al 


""S 


Sond Defenſe of his Qn 


.6 pleaſe * the Father and Son © /o to order it. This 


on 
re. Wl Supremacy 4 Supremacy © having No neceſſary Foun- 
in: © dation of Exiſtence, but depending entirely upon the 
„ Free Will and Choice of Another or Iwo Other 


« Beings. All the Subtilties imaginable, can never bring 
« you off here, any more than they can bring together 

* Bath Ends of 4 Cunrradictiou. Pag. 2199 
120. | | 


QBSERVAT. VII, 
Concerning the Worſhip of God the Father, 
M and of Chriſt. 


If The One God and Father of All, be Above All; 
ts manifeſt that All Worſhip, All Prayer and Thanks- 


er's lung, muſt terminate In him, muſt either immedi- 
ay or mediately be directed To him. And if 


This be ſo; then *tis evident likewiſe, that All Ho- 
nur or Wor ſhip paid to The ¶Aediatour in Any ca- 
kcity, muſt of neceſſity be Mediatorial only. 
Our LORD's Directions in This Point, are; When 

y pray, ſay, Our Father which art in Heaven, &c. 
lex, 2. That whaſarver ye ſhall ack, of the 
C 5 25.5" = _ 


at, „He might either Never have been Su- Obſerve 
bene, © or may even ceaſe to be Supreme, « as Vale 
'« much as may be ſaid of Any Creature; if it ſhould * 


8 +a i TI ER REN 

yew 5 - RE 9 W * 
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Es ENG, N 


Obſerve =) yg in 7 Naw, ps may give it you; ; Jh 
VIII. „ 
* | The Apoſtles Inſtructions concerning This matten 
are. By Him let us He. the Sacrifice of Praiſe ty 

2 God continually, Heb. xiüi, 15. Giving Thanks dl. 
. Ways for all things wnto God and the Father, [un- 
to God, even the Father, ] in the Name of. our Lord 
Jaſus Chris. Eph. v, 20. Giving Thanks to God 
and the Father, by Him, Col. iii, 17. That God in al 
things may be glorified through Feſus Chriſt, 1 Pet. iv, 
11. That at the Name of Feſus every knee ſoul 
=: . bow, - to the Glory of God the Father, Phil. ii 
| | 11. Through Him we 5 haue an Acceſs, by one 
Spirit, unto the Father, Eph. ii, 18. 1 bow my 
knees unto the Father of our Lord Feſus Chriſt, Eph. ii, 
14. 1 thank my God through Feſus Chriſt, Rom. i, 
8. We have an ADVOCATE with the Father, 
Jeſus Chriſt the Righteous, 1 Joh. ii, 1. Able to ſave 
Them to the uttermoſt, that come unto God by him; 
ſeemg he ever liveth to make INTERCESSION far 
them, Heb. vii, 25. Upon theſe Two laſt- menti- 
| oned Texts, the following Words of Dr Waterland 
= 7.371. are an Excellent Commentary: To pray to Chriſ | 
&« to pray for Us, is Near a-kjps to the Komi Do- 

e frine of praying to Saints and Angels. 

The Worſhi ip paid by the Saints in Heaven and 
Earth, unto Chriſt ; is by the Inſpired Writer thus 
repreſented. Glory be unto Him that ſirteth upon the 
Throne, viz. the Father; and unto the Lamb, vir. 
Chriſt, the Lamb ſlain from the foundation of the 
World, Rev. v, 13. Unto Him that loved us, and 


waſhed us "yy our Sins i in his on Blood, and he 
| ane 


* 


9 


bbw Kings and Priefis unto God and bis Father 
ſunto his God and Father, 75 ve © rarel avrs, | to 
Him be Glory and Dominion for ever and ever, 
ſer. i; 5» 6. Aud they ſung a new Song, ſaying? 
Thy art worthy ; een, and haſ | 
niumed ut to God by thy Blood. Worthy = 
th Lamb that as ſlain, tc. Rev. v; 9, 12. : 
nd St Stephen, ſceing him ſanding as Interceſſour 8 ” 
t the right hand of God, thus invokes him; Lord = 
Wu, receive my Spirit; Acts vii, 59. = | 
The Notion a Practiſe of the Primitive Church, 
(not to mmltiply Quotations already often referred to,) 
— 5 by Origen. We (1) ought to 9 
endup all Supplication and Prayer and Interceſſion N 
" nd Thankſgiving To the Supreme God over all — 
« Through our High-Prieſt, the living Word and * 
* God, who is above all Angels: Vet we may allo | : 
& offer Supplications and Interceſſions and Thankſ- | 
„giving and Prayers To the Word himſelf, if we 
"can dinſtinguifh between Prayer in a Proper, and 
* Prayer in a fignrative Senſe, * And What he 
n by This Diſtinction, he clearly explains 
0 another Place: vis. ( 2) © We worſhip (. 
0 . 


(1) Ileo ay v4 Þ Auro xcei Fer Ev A / brooks . 22 
$59 gur ff rio Tw m Tuco Few als 9 im TU VTON vibe, 
Huupius, nr Aα © Hes. dune s N 5 © aurs 78 Nu, 
e brut 6 euro, E ZULE2157 wo, 2 g u N 55 key 
luaſuidn v rαν # eh rx aagaduis If XETEXPITING 
ld, 5. p. 23 3. | 
(2)* A 15 doe Fey, % T wa vl aurs ; Avryoy xs 2149: 
u, Tal; d 70 Oe 1 Lo beute © Aude ic. e fee 
Ws; T6 Y Tay one T4 Fuxas als T's pwaoro erg; urs: My d 


Obiers ce he) the one God. and his one Son and Win 


4 


< Supreme God. 


cc ſon and Office of our Saviour, was well explained. 


ther, By his Command. and To his Glory. 


vas, cara as Noxispia © 1% s x ms Fuoing % mg if 


perſonã & officio Servatoris noſtri doctrinam non mal explt 


4 begotten Son: To whom we offer them firſt, Fig 
e firing him, as being the Propitiation for our Sing 
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| Objtruations CY ; Dr Waetiaty: 0 


ee and Image, with Surphenten and Prayers to the 
& utmoſt of our Power; putting up our Prayers 
« To the God of the Univerſe, Through his only 


5 to preſent as our High-Prieſt our Prayers and $4. 
* crifices [Thankſgivings,] and Interceſſions, To * 


The Obſervation of the Learned By Bull upon 
Theſe Two Paſſages of Origen, is as follows. (z) 
« I wonder (ſays he) that theſe Places of Origen 
ce ſhould offend the Learned Huetius ; in which Places 
& (to confeſs the Truth) I always thought, for my n 
ce part, that the Catholick Doctrine concerning the Pe 


[See the Reply to Dr maria s Firſt Peſto 
. 383, &6.] 

The Worſhip FRG" paid to > Chrif, and tc 
God through Him, as through the Alone Mediatour 
is not a * Separate Independent Worſhip of the Pe 
fon of Chriſt ; but a Part of the Worſhip of the F. 


Th 
Toy reer pio ande, abe QuTELY Darps zr FT aal. 14 


reittis 1way To im macs $49, Adv. Cell. lib. 8. Ip. 386. 
(3) Miror hee Origenis loca viro docto Huctio] offendi 
culo eſſe, in quibus egomet (ut verum fatear) Catholicam d 


cari ſemper exiſtimaverim. Defenſ. Sect. 2. cap. 9. §. j. 
* Sac uy Obſervat. XIV.$ 6, 


* 4 -- 5 9 * 
: = = * 
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F 2 8 Te 3 2 7 bis Gesten 


10 me Reply: Dr Murerland makes. to Theſe Two Obſervs 


of Origen, wherein That Antient and Learn- 


of the Opinion and Practiſe of the Church in Hit 
me; The Reply (I ſay) which Dr Materland 


anpere it carefully with the Paſſages theinſelves; 
il find in it a Singular Dexterity. “ What I ga- 
«ther (/ajs the Doctor) from This Paſſage, [the 
[wo bet had Both of them been cited to him To- 
lier z] © is, that Prayer in the moſt proper Senſe, 
j to be underſtood of Prayer directed immediate- 
i to the Father. This has been the moſt uſual 
nd common Method of Praying : Wherefore this 


of Prayer, and is what the word Prayer has been 
ordinarily uſed to mean. Origen does not * 
that the Prayers, Supplications, Interceſſions, and 

Thanksgivings, offered to God the Son, are none of 


on Prayer only. And He does not ſay, that even 
rer, when directed to God the Son, is not pro- 
her divine Mor ſpip, or that it is Another Worſhip, or 
n inferiour Worſhip : Nor can any ſuch Conſe- 
quence be juſtly drawn from his Words. All 
lat we are obliged to grant, in virtue of This 


er, is moſt properly and empharically Prayer 
den directed to the firſt Perſon of the Godhead 3 


ce moſt 


10 Writer ſo charl [with © obſcure and doubtful 1 
« Meaning, ** the Dr thinks;] expreſſes His Senſe 


wkes to theſe two Paſſages of Origen, is very Re- 
mrkable: And a capable Reader, that pleaſes to 


lind of Praying has obtained generally the Name 


dem properly ſo called; but He makes his Remark 


Mffage, is, that one part of divine Worſhip called 


n 25 much as That Method of praying has been 
L 


* . Mi 
- - 
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- 
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W aterland's 


82 Obſervations on De 
| Obſerv. « moſt cuſtomary and prevailing, and has i 
VIII. 4 in a manner engroſſed the Name of —— to & 
delt: Juſt as Addreſſes, by being moſt common 
« offered to a Prince, come at length, by uſe, toil. 
ce mean Addreſſes of That kind only ; and then A, 
9 21 to Others are not fo Pen 1 = 7 
. But to af © on fm nne Authorities, t te . 
the conſideration of the General Doctrine. Wh 
Notion Dr Materland has of the Doctrine itſelf, oc « 
1 i. dur having an Advocate with the Father, who evi 
25. liveth to make Interceſſion for Them that come un ; 
* % Godby Him: And of our Dum, of Ailing the Fas, 
Phil. i ii, 11. ther i in His Name ; and of Bowing every Nice at th 1 0 
1 1 15 15. Name of Feſus, To the Glory. of God the Father 10 
x Pet. iv, and of Giving Thanks always for all things unto Ga ; 
F5h. ii, 18. nd the Father, [unto God even the Father,] iH 
nume of our Lord Feſus Chriſt; Giving Thanks iſ... 
| God and the Father by Him; that God in all thing. r 
may be glorified through Feſus Chriſt ; And of 0 1 
Privilege, of having an Acceſs to the Father Thru . 
Him: What Notion (I ſay) Dr Vaterland has « 1 
theſe things, he has told us in the following Words. | ; 
7 372. c Suppoſing Chriſt to be Directly worſhip th 


25 affronted with n Warkp: It muſt the 


© ped, but to the Glory of the Father; the Father bei 
ce 1magined to be olorified thro' Chriſt as thro' 
« Medium. Now here I muſt ask, Whether th 
« Worſhip ſuppoſed tobe paid to Chriſt, be ſaprem 
*, or inferior? You will not ſay ſupreme : Andit! 
6c © be inferior, it cannot be preſumed to paſs on to ti 
ee ſupreme Object, who would not be honoured bu 


Second Defenſe of bis Quenins. 33 


8 ſote reſt in the; inferior Object, and ſo cannot be Obſerv. 
3 ultimate Worſhip. VIII. 
« Since all Worſhip terminates in the Object * 
& to which it is directed, or offered; If the fame 
Act of worſhip, offered to Chriſt, terminates 
n God the Father; then the Caſe is plain that it 
4 terminates in 244 and — are one undivided 
« Object. 

0 Ia FR the „ Worlbip of God the 
(Son, terminates in God the Father; ſtill it 
£8 manifeſt, for That very Reaſon, that it is 
not an inferior Worſhip ; becàuſe then it could 
not terminate in the Father, being unworthy 
of Him. Nor. indeed can any Act of worſhip 
extend to _ 2 Both be one e Objetl, as be- 

fore ſhown. * due 

Either the fagpoſed Inferiour Wirſbip termi- 
mates in the Son, and then JT is Ultimate ; or 
#IT terminates in the Father, and then IT is Su. 
ſreme: Chuſe which you pleaſe. 

If the Father be but worſhipped 5 Chriſt; 
ipreſently you cry out, mediate; worlhip ; tho 

t be all one divine worſhip, not Tivo. And either 

the Son is not worſhipped at all, in ſuch a Cale; 

Yor, if He is, the ſame Worſhip is then offered 

% Both. The nature of the Worſhip is not 

itered by the manner of Conveyance ; any more 

than a Preſent. of Gald, made to TWO Perſans, 
becomes Braſs to one, and Gold to the other, only 

by being conveyed thro? one to the other. 


"2 — 


Obſerv. 
VIII. Improvement, in Theſe Comments upon the Do- 
arine of Chriſt's Mediation and  Intereeſſon; "ri 


* 
1 \ 


7.380. 


P. 305. 


6 Son to be Worſbipped: And SO has Chriſt Com 


7396. 


ar the Name of Jeſus every lee ſhould bow ; But 
that the W/ orſhip of the Father, Was, antecedent to 


cc Why may nut the Father, who, according to hi 
Good Pleaſure, makes known Himſelf, and dt 

4 mands Worſhip to Himſelf, do the like for his Son? 
J. Hs. 


kr duced by the Command of the Father: 


Obſervations on Dr Waterland's 
If Any ſerious Reader finds any Inſtruction | and 


Te had been argued, that the Wirſbip of the Mas 
diatour was founded originally in the Command if 
God, who gave him a Name above every Name, that 


Any Command, founded in the eternal Law of Nu: 
ture. To this, Dr Waterlind makes the following 
Anſwer. <« Has. not our Saviour Commanded us ti 
« worſhip the Father ? J. His Worſhip THERE 
« FORE not Supreme? Sure, Arguments muſt ru 
& very low with you, or you would nat trifle a 
& this rate. Again: God & has Commanded his 


ec manded ws to worſbip hit. Father: What is This 
c to the Paint of inferiour Worſhip *” Again 


And again: . Whenever the Mediatorial Kings 
* began, the Worſhip however of Chriſt was by th 
e Command of the Father : That 1 allow : And SC 
te was alſo the Worſhip of the Father FIRST ini 


Quid cum iſto Homine facias # 


OQOBSERY) 


FN Srond Defenſ? of his QUerits. 


4 Obpferv. 
> IX, 


OBSERVAT. > + RD 


derung Dr Waterland' s Difficulty, of 
underſtanding what is meant” - the 
1255 One God, * 8 


Another e Method, TSA make Dr Waterland en- 
knours to deſtroy the Supreme Dominion of the Ore 
bud and Father of All; is his labouring by a Duft 
if Learned Jargon, to perſwade men that the very 
ems, „One God, mean 10 body knows what. 
the polirical, in the moral, in the Add ſenſe of 
bt words, all mankind well underſtand What 
be God is: One unoriginate Self-ſufficient Author 
1. Cauſe of all things, One Supreme independent 
nd and Governour of All, One Great King and 
ure Monarch of the Univerſe. But in the mera- 
Ml ſenſe, (if Dr Waterlard is to be believed,) 
Þ nati knows, no man poſſibly Cas know, What 
& tems, e One God, mean. One abſolutely Su- 
Governonr, may be One God: Any number 
Ef dfolurely Supreme Governonrs, may (according 
Hum) be One God : Nay, Any number of ab/o- 
th Supreme Governours, may be One 4b/olmrely 
eme Gavernour : For, not only the word 
Cad, but the word << One likewiſe, fi ie 
fe) r 10 * * hes 


— TF -—- 


It 


F 


,Qbferv, 


IX. 
7. a0. 


cc however otherwiſe Inſe parable,” (however ſuppoſed 
to be of ONE Subſtance,) © would be TWO GODS,” 


9.329. 


7. 206. 


7. 65. 


Firſt Def. 
P. 173. 


Second Def. 


7 232. 


p. 418. 


86 


| / | | 
Obſervations on Dr Waterland's 


It had been alleged, that O ne Subſtance 15 not 
te ſame as One God; becauſe Two equally Su- 


preme, Two Independent, © Two Unoriginate di 
te vine Perſons” (Dr Vaterland himſelf allows) 


Yetin anſwer to This, he thinks it is ſufficient t 
ce ſay, How do you knows „that making One 
ce Subſtance, is not the ſame thing with wakes One 
« GO? That is; how do you know, that 77/0 
GODS in One Sibſtance, are not the fame as ONE 
GOD} Again: * Unity of Subſtance (lays he) may 
ce make Two Perſons © or Any number of Perſons, 

ce conſidered 4s Equally ſupreme over All, to be b 
* ONE MONARCH,” And again : 1 kyn 

« not hat men have. to yY to diſpnte about Intelligent 
« « Agenti and Identical Lives, &c. Ac if They un 
ce denſtood better than God Himſelf does, [bette 
than Dr Materlaud Himſelf does, is all that ht 
mam 1 WHAT g * i. « 28 


T ** likewiſe Tudividuality 2 REP af 
words (it ſeems) which ſignify u body kyows wha 
A certain Principle of Individuation, is a thin 
* much wanted. ” And . As to the Degree 

te SAMENESS, F before intimated that it is Inex 
25 © plicable.” Concerning the Abſurdity of t 
way of talking, See the ey: to Nr . s Firp P. 


fenſe 5. 307, Hoe 


In like manner, 2 kw * k 8 


nifies, the Dr cannot underſtand, © Come ot 
8 1 LA 


a 7 


Wa Clouds, and 760 nue + old Wm « man Obſerv. 
« ] WD 5 211215 1 ) £17 6 | IN. | 


ann WL; ſans; | likew ifs, as teri 
which no man, I believe, before Dr Waterland, 
mer miſunderſtood ) „ Come out of the Clouds, 
0 and tell me (lays he) what jou mean by Supreme. 
Again 2 Wrap your ſe if up in the Ambiguous Terms, 
premacy GW. Dominion (it ſeems) may, 
xcording to Dr Waterland, be equally “ Supreme 
«is any number of perſons ; though: it be 
« Original here, and Derivative there; in * 
« primarily *” ſupreme ; in Others, . derivatively *' 
eme. Nay, it may be © The Same in All; 
The Same Dominion, may be derivative and origi- 
u, derived and #nderived: Any thing may be 
uy thing. The Dr had been preſſed with This 
Abſurdity before, and had been told that derived 
mers and underived Powers could not be the ſame 
vers, To which, deſpairing to give Any tolera- 
e Anſwer Himſelf, he at laſt cries out to I know 
xt Whom for Help. This, fays he, 4s very con- 
ay to the Sentiments of Wiſer Aden, who have 
ogued the other way, that if the Powers had been 
" equally Underived, they had Not been the Same. 
Ty True: Two underived Powers, undoubtedly 
not be zhe ſame Power: But did ever any of the 
ier men argue from thence that therefore a derived 
wer and an underived Power might be the ſame 
Iver? Which if it were poſſible ; it would fol- 

that the Supreme Power of all, the Power of Be- 
Ping, the Power of deriving Being and Powers down 
=. —_— 


nn the individual ſenſe, neither two underived Pow. 


$43. 


p. 319, 


iv. to Another perſon, would be No Power at all. To 


derived Powers May poſſibly be the ſame, may be 


ſame. © Supreme Authority, (ſays the Doctor, 


$.179. | 
* you mean Power and Dominion. As if an 


any thing of Dominion or Authority included in Tb 
1 Title of Father. | 


þ. 179. 
| ty from None; And yet the Son, having the SAM 


means (as he ſometimes expreſſly lays) individua 
321, 323. 


" . . SINE * ; 2 - * Gow 3 20 3 =» 
CT ſa 


LO 9 ET? **, 
Obſervations on Dr Watetland's? 


put an end, at Once, to all this Playing with Words: 


ers, nor two derived Powers, nor one derived and 
eus nnderived Power, can be the ſame Power: But in 
the ſpecifical ſenſe, two underived Powers Myſt ar- 
ceſſarily be the ſame, muſt be equally Supreme; two 


equally ſubordinate ; but one derived and one undmi- 
ved Power, can Never in any ſenſe be the ſame, nei- 
ther equally Supreme, nor equally Subordinate. 


the caſe is alſo the 


Wich the term, Authority, 


man, ſince the world began, ever did, or ever coul 
mean, by Thoſe terms, not Power and Dominion 
But with Dr Vaterland (you muſt obſerve) thi 
word Authority ſometimes ſignifies Dominion or Av 
thority, and ſometimes it ſignifies . Paternity * 
alone, without any thing of Dominion or 
thority : And (e Auctor (he ſays) © is Father, th 
is, God the Father ; meaning that he 5s ſo, witho« 


Again: The Father (po he) has his Anker 


« SUPREME Authority FROM the Father, 
& c. Here if, by the ſame Authority, 


the ſame; we have an Individual communicated 
and yet the Communicator loſes it not; that is t 
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T7 8 Individual which is No Individual. But Orgi 
F he means ſpecifically the ſame, that is, the Like 
Authority 5 then there are with Him Two Supreme GIS 1 
luthorities, Two Supreme independent Governours, 
fy Gods : And ſo, (as before,) the Power of com- 
nnicating All Powers, is it ſelf No Power at all. 
And, in general, concerning All «© the Perfections of 
6 the Father and of the Son, they are (ſays he) the 
k Same is KIND, — and they are alſo the ſame in 
VMB E R, - individual Attributes, the 
& ſame individual Wiſdom, Power, &c. Yetnothing 
tn, with Any ſenſe, be ſaid to be the ſame in Kind with 
Wo: And the only Reaſon why Any Things or Pro- 
ies whatſoever, can be ſaid either to be or not to 
the Same in Kind, is becauſe they are Nor the Same 
h . . | 


| After the ſame manner of ulking; ; the Three 
Wane in the Trinity, are (with Dr Waterland) | 
" REAL Perſons, * each of them an © individual rift Def. 
nelligent Agent; "undivided in Subſtance, but ?: mo 
Wl 4finft Perſons : ſo diſtinct, that, were they all = 
Wriginated, he himſelf * allows They would be «,,,,,1Defi 
Ine Gods: fo diſtinct, that he thinks they have by p. 207 
ſuure a neceſſary Equality of Supreme Dominion; 
h ®by mutual Concert and Agreement between 3. 45. &a. 
ter wes, « by mutual Agreement and Voluntary Oe- 
, a Subordination of Dominion and Offi- 
Let at the ſame time, in a moſt unintelligible man- 
t, and with the utmoſt inconſiſtency, he profeſſes 
to be All but One Living Perſon.. The LIFE 
fs he) « js common to all the * as the Eſ⸗ 
M : « [ence 


Obſerv. « ſence is; aud it is Identical in Al. ** Ts not This 


* WI 


Obſervations on Dr Watetland's 


affirming the Perſonality to be but One? Agin; 
* Three Lifts, and yet but One Life : Is not This 
 faying, Three Perſons, and yet but One Perſon? 
Again; © There is the ſame Life in Root and Br; 
& ches: Is not This as perfectly making but Ong 
Perſon, as if he had ſaid, There is the [ame Life in, 
mans Heart and Head? Again * To ſhow that: 
4 particular Glories belonging to the Son on account 6 
« His Offices, are diſtint# from the Glories belongin 
to the Father; is the ſame thing (he ſays) : 
* tg ſhow that the particular Glories due to t 
& Father under This or That Conſideration, (. 
* King, as Judge, as God of the Jews, as Got 
C of Chriſtians ;) are diſtinct from the Glories « 
& the Father, conſidered under Another Capacity: 
What is This, but ſaying that the Perſons of the Fa 
ther and Son differ no otherwiſe, than as Capacitit 
of the ſame Perſon? Again: © Why then maj 
e the ſame Individual Wiſdom, Power, &c. be 
© Three Perſons * That is: Why may not A. 
Perſons have the ſame individual Perſonal Pri 
perties; even Thoſe Properties which make the Pe 
ſon to be a Perſon, and which therefore can 
more be the ſame in different Perſons, than the 7 
ſons themſelves which are different, can be the ſan 
Perſon * Is not This the very ſame Queſtion, 3s 
ask Why may not Many Perſons be One Peſo 
And is not This hole Manner of talking, a perte 
Devaſtation of all the Grounds and Elements of Kno 
ledge, a total Subverſion of all the Principles of Nat 
ral Reaſon and Religion, an entire Change of all L 


\ 
100 
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2 into Lee and a n of the Hey Serip- Obſerv, 


to t . IX. 
n SVN 


of 2 piece with the foregoing Inſtances, is the 


rs aguing about * Glory ar Worſhip paid to That 
$ NATURE, which is Common to Father and Son. 
lich is exactly the ſame Abſurdity, as if a man 
ould fay, he paid Obedience (not to the King 
Eſelf, but) to the NATURE of the King. He 
deen told of This before; And yet he perſiſts in 
„ I ſay, what I take to be Senſe and Truth, that p. zz: 
b Worſhip terminates in the Divine NAT ORE, con- - 
fred primarily in the Father and derivatively in 
b the Son; And now all is right.” And having 
In asked, 2hreher An NAT URE can with any 
ſe be ſaid to Know or Do any thing ; he thinks it 
MHeient to reply, © YES, why not? And having 
* told, that Whenever (in common ſpeech) 
Dei or divine Nature is ſpoken of as an Ob- 
of Adoration, tis not by way of Accuracy, (as 
þ Dr had ah ſurdiy pretended, but on the contrary 
mere Figuratiue way of (peaking, put for God 
elf; juſt as we frequently jay, the King's Ma- 
jy, not meaning the Majeſty of the King, but 
t Perſon of the King, the King Himſelf His 
ver is, that His Affirming the Contrary is, „ Suf- 
ſtient againſt Our Bare Affirmation. If the Rea- 
thinks it fo, I am willing to leave it to him. 


AS 2-- - Innu- 


er the Reply to Dr W's Firſt Defenſe, p. 356. | 
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| Obſervations on Dr Watcrland's 


Innumerable other Inſtances may be found, of his 
deſtroying all Uſe of Language, by making| words 
to ſignify no man knows what ; any thing, or, 
which is all one, nothing. Supremacy of mere Order, 


and Swhordination of mere Order ; that is, Superi. 


ority and Inferiority, in order (or reſpelt) of N. 


thing; has been conſidered above, Obſervat. Il, 


A Second Generation of a perſon, who, before That 


generation, was as much generated as after, and 


. 7. 22, 
283. 


was before in every reſpect every thing that he could 
be after; has likewiſe been conſidered above, Ol. 


ſervat. VI. Of the ſame ſort, is his approving 
thoſe Serſeleſs Aſſertions, that he Will of God 
te js God Himſelf ; nay, that <* Will ſignifies ANT 


Natural Powers of God. Nay, that being by 


7. 258. 


Will, and being by Neceſſity, may have ſuch Senſes put 
upon them, as not to be oppoſite to each other in ſig- 
nification ; but the terms © a@rgeauyira; ** or “ nu 


* Ox voluntate, and the terms 8829, Neue, 2 


ge, and the like, may Bath of them equally denote 
phy/ical Neceſſity : That is, Black and Mhite, may, if 


men pleaſe, ſignify the ſame thing. Not much dif- 


P. 425. 


ferent, is his affecting to expreſs a ridiculous “ ſcem- 
te ing Repugnancy, in maintaiinng that the Same Atl 


is Certain as being foreknown, and Uncertain 4s 


* depending on the Will of a Free Agent : ** Where 
as, in truth, the depending on the Will of a Free Agent 
does not imply being Uncertain, but only Not Me- 


refſary ; And things not at all Neceſſary may be very 


Certain, not only to God, but very often even to 


Alen allo, Nor leſs abſyrd than any of the forego- 


_ Wh] 


— of bis Quenres: 8 


ng is his Trifling about the words, Af, and Active; Obſerv. 
when he asks, & whether an infinitely. Active Being IX. 


7 38. 


4 CAN ceaſe to Act? As if God's being infi- 
irh Alive, or having infinite Power to Act, im- | 
plied his having No Power to forbear Aching. And 
puts another equally wiſe queſtion, c whether Gods? 
te Loving Himſelf be not Acting 2 that is to ſay, | 
whether All words have not the ſame ſignification, 

nd ſtand alike for Auy Thing. And gravely “ be- 

« heves, we are almoſt out of our Depth here, and ibid. 

« might more modeſtly leave the Divine Acts to 

« That Divine Being, who Alone underſtands” whe- = 

ther they be Acts or no. And to ſuch as ibid. 

u preteyd to be wiſe in Such HIGH things,” he de- & p. 327. 
fires to put a further Queſtion: Does God NE- 

« VER naturally or NECESSARILY exert any 
per? That is to ſay: Is there 0 Caſe, 

wherein God exerts any Power, when he has No Pow- 

tr at all to exert? «© Who can be Wiſe * to ibid. 

* know Theſe things? 

Agreeable to all This, is his Defenſe of That 

Maxim, that ( The Subſtance of God, is God. In þp.4'9 
oppoſition to This, (when ſo underſtood as to mean 
Swſtance abſtract from the conſideration of Intelligent 

Perſonality,) it was alledged that God is neither the 

Subſtance of God, nor the Attributes of God, but he is 

That Intelligent Agent whoſe Both the Subſtance and 

Atributes are. To hinder the Reader from under- 

ſanding theſe Plain words, the Dr tells him the Mean» 

ing of them is, that « the Perſon is neither Subſtance 

* ny Attribute, but Something BET WEEN Both :*' 

ow the true Meaning of them evidently is, 


that 


» . WE 


| [Oblev; that neither the Swbſexce, nor the Areribures, bit 


IX. 


„. 


Notion of a Compound Perſon. Becauſe a Subſtance 
a Perſon may allo be compounded of Many diftini 
Which is exactly the ſame thing as to ſay, that 
becauſe a Man may be compounded of Spirit, Fleſh, 


| likewiſe be compounded of Many Men, a Living 


of under the Next . 


Obſervations on Dr Waterland's 


, BOTH together, are the Intelligent Agent or Pr. 


I ſhall mention but One inſtance more, vi. his 


may be compounded of Many diſtinct Subſtances, and 
Subſtances ; therefore, he thinks, a Perſon may like- 
wiſe be compounded of Many diſtinct Perſons, 
Blood, Bones, and the like; therefore a Man may 
Man compounded of Many Living Men; ſo that 
Any number of Men may be One Man, and Ay 
number of Perſons may be One Perſon. Which 


groſs Confuſion of Ideas, is alſo the Cauſe of all that 
unreaſonable Diſcourſe, which will be taken notice 
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Second Defenſe of his OQuERIEsò. 


is OBSERVAT. X. 


p (meerning Dr Waterlan d's Arn 
| drawn from his Suppoſed Mfficulties 


: in concciving * Divine Omnipre- 
+ WI {cnce. 

„ 

a "= is no o Argument in which Dr Waterland ; is 
W inſolent, or with leſs reaſon, than in This 
rich follows. There are (he thinks) as Great 
£ Iificulties in his Alverſaries notion of the Divine 


pull Supreme Independent Perſons conſtituting Oue 
lyreme Governour or Monarch of the Univerſe : 


sTheirs has in the Other. 

Upon this Weak. Compariſon, he ſeems to build F 4 
toſt his Hopes: It runs through his hole Per- 
e He every where lays the Srreſ5 upon it; 
E runs to it for Refuge, upon every Exigency. 


pertinent, as if a man ſhould pretend, that to Him 


lee are as Great Difficulties in conceiving Inmenſi- 
or Eternity, as in conceiving Tranſubſtar - 


culries, 


Omipreſence, as there are in His notion of Many 


Therefore (he thinks) His notion has as much 
light to ſuper ſede all Difficulties in the. One caſey 


— * 
n 


* — 
— 2 
IX —— 


nd yet the Vhole of the Compariſon is as entirely 


8 — PE '< 
— — 2 
a —. —— 
” — — — - 
ES = 
— - 


on; and that Therefore Tranſubſtantiation ought 
$ much to be Believed in _ of All Dif- 
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culties, as that there is any ſuch thing as In 

or Eternity at all. The only Difference in This caſe 
is; that in favour of Tranſubſtantiation there x, 
though nothing indeed in the Senſe of Scripture, 


yet ſome ſort of Colour or Appearance i in the Word: : 


Whereas Dr Waterland's Notion, is not only cox 
tradicted ig every Page of the New Teſtament, but it 


wants moreover even ſo much as any Colour in the 


Words of any one ſingle undoubted Texte 
The Manner however, in which he perpetualh i in- 


culcates this Argument, is This. Upon . the 


C PRINCIPLE, that the Divine Subſtance is inf 


 & witely extended, one may prove that the Di- 


© Vine Being, according to —— conſiſts of an inf 


e nite Number of different Subſtances.” E 


& very part of That Subſtance being 5 as Be 
© ing, and yet all but One „ 4 
much as you deſign the ſame Subſtance in Kind 4 
in Number, of any Two Parts of the One ex 
tc tended Divine Selene. „„ „ there canml 
« be Subſtance and Subſtance without Subſtances, ju 
ce are in a lamentable caſe, while you ſuppoſe the Di 
« Vine Subſtance to be extended; For you thereby ſi 
&« poſe him compounded of innumerable Subſtance: 
& Learn hereafter to have yourThoughts more about jo 


& when pom are charging Contradictions. No 


« i Our Notion more unconcei vable or inexpli 
e cable than Yours. When you are able to explu 
« to ME, how the Wiſdom reſiding in One Part 
ce the Divine Subſtance (on your hypotheſis of E 
« tenſion) is the ſame and yet not the ſame with t 


6 < Wi ;ſdom reading in * Other Part; 5 I may 


3 a 7 5 5 2 1 4 % . 5 "4 | . 5 Do « 
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L | 

k a ſame Wiſdom to reſide in innumerable infinitely di- 
mM CG fam Parts of the ſame Subſtance.” | C Upon 
„%. Principle of the Divine Subſtance being extend- 


& od, I deſire to know whether This Subſtance which 
« fills the Earth, be That One Subſtance which fills 
Haven y Your PRINCIPLES, {0 far as 
« jet perceive, This Subſtance and That Subſtance 
« muſt be Two ſomple Subſtances, and One complex 
k Subſtance : —— And ſo, if we muſt have a complex 


« vine” [equally Supreme independent] '*© Perſons, 
4 without. Clear _ own Schemes, and you clear 
% Ours at the ſame time. 6 Mhen we ach on 
the like Queſtions about the Parts of the Divine 
« Subſtance ; by That Time jou have furniſhed 
* out proper Afar: to Theſe Queſtions, all that 
un have objected about Individual, will drop and 
* qvindle into Nothing. &« [5 Our Doctrine 
@ more hard to be conceived, than That [of the 
« Omnipreſence | is 2 &« Derived and Unde- 
* rived may be the ſame Subſtance ; as well as Great- 
r and Leſs, Containing and Contained, may be the 


"jour hypotheſis of the extended Parts of the ſame 
* Subſtance, ” * hen you ſuppoſe That Part 
" of God's Subſtance which fills the Sun, to be indi- 
1 12 the ſame with what fills the Moon; do 
jn mean that Both are individually the ſame Angle, 
* identical, whole Subſtance ? How often muſt * 
” N ve 


k Deity, it may as well be with 4a Trinity of Di- 


* ſame Subſtance : Which you are forced to allow, in 


8 
97 


b # 47 10 account for the degree of Samentſi & c. Obſerve 
« The degree of Sameneſs is inexplicable ; and is no 
| « more to be accounted for, than Your ſuppoſing the 
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„ 
Obſerv. ce bereminded of your unequal Dealing in This contro- 


X. 


nd dad « nity ” [againſt Dr Waterland's New Hypotheſisabout 


7.394 


9.414. 


7.419. 


. 433. 
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„ Compound Subſtance ; otherwiſe you make | 


« with you at all Hus do you ſuppoſe im- 


* wp about Sameneſi, and ſuch as you allow mt in 


Force in Another Subject, upon your own PRIN 
« CIPLES: —— This unreaſonable, and indie. 
ce ſhameful Conduct &c. « He has allowe 


cc can admit Subſtance and Subſtance, nay This Su 
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| Obſervations on Dr „ Wenn 


ce werſy ; that fa muſt hold againſt THE Tri. 
the Trinity,] * which in other Caſes have no Force 


ce merable extended Parts of Subſtance to make on 
c Numerical Subſtance * Or will you venture to ſq, 
&« that they are the ſame ſpecifically and no otherwiſe ? 
cc making Many Subſtances in Number, though the 
& (ame in Kind? << Notions you have taken 


&© Any caſe, but This; contraditting that ſtrict Nui. 
« on of Sameneſi, as often as you make an infini 
« Number of extended Parts to be the ſame Sub 
cc ſtance.” & Tous had ſeveral Maxims abo 
& Individual, about Sameneſs, about Subſtance, a 
« bout Being, which were to be urged as of Gre 
& Force againſt T HE doctrine [Dr Materland 
New Doctrine] © of the Trinity; though of | 


« in Auother caſe, Subſtance and Subſtance, Being 
« and Being, to make One Subſtance, and One Beg 
te ing, without any Compoſition. ” <« If yo 


&« ſtance and That Subſtance, where there are no Sub 
« ſtances; why do you deal thus unequally with O 
& thers S You muſt allow, that Union is enough t 
« conſtitute Sameneſs, without making either Comple 


Complex or 3 Swhſtance of God. f 
ler 
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« therefore the ſame or equal Difficulties bear upon Obſerv. 

« Both, be [0 f# r and ſo candid as to condemn or to .. * 

F fo Both.” Are none of thoſe Parts ibid. 
identical S ubſtances, but all One ſingular 

6 Hare Subſtance ? What is the Reaſon of it * Is 

«it not, that Union makes Sameneſs, all real 

« Sameneſs ? ”* Ju would find the Like 

« Dificulty in expreſſing the Parts of the Divine 

* Stance, in your hypotheſis of Extenſion : 

« Is 4 parallel Inſtance, the Ob jection may be as 

i frongly retorted upon Jour ſelves : Ton admit Sub- 

« lance and Subſtance, where you think_it not proper 

i to ſay Subſtances.” The Conſequence bears b. 

kg hard upon Ton, as it can upon Me; ſince it 

nales the Divine Being, upon your own PRIN- 

LES, 4 Compound of innumerable Subſtances : 

& that you cannot condemn My way of thinking 

ad ſpeaking, but with the Shame of Selfecontra- 

ichn and Condemning Tourſelf,” 


The Groundleſineſs and Iniquity of this Whole Com- 
rin, will appear by the following Conſiderations, 
if. Tis not at all a PRINCIPLE” with Ae, 
lt the Divine Subſtance is infinitely Extended. A 
ih I believe it is, for This Reaſon ; becauſe at pre» 
at | am not able to conceive how *tis poſſible, = 
u God ſhould be every where Preſent, without be- 
bk Preſent every where. But if Dr Waterlana, or 
other perſon, can ſhow me any better Notion of 
t Divine Omnipreſence, or that This is not the right 
t; tis all one to Me. I have laid no Srreſs upon 
bende Notion, or Explication of this Mat- 
N 2 ter; 5 
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Obſerv. ter: I have drawn 10 Conſequence, nor am anſwers. 
"1 X. ble for Any Conſequence, from it; I have built w. 
. WFY'S thing upon it; I have made No argument to rely or 
| depend upon it ; I have never once mentioned it in this 
Whole Controverſy, Tis by mere Conjecture on, 

that Dr Materland has taken it to be my Opinion at 

all. And, were he able to confute it, he had ſtill 

gained nothing, he had deſtroyed No « Principle 

of Mine; to whom Every Explication is alike pleaſing, 

that eſtabliſhes ar all the general doctrine of the 

Divine Omnipreſence, taught both by the Light of 

Nature and Revelation. Had Dr Waterland pro- Wi 1, 

ceeded in This manner: Had he propoſed Hi: WWW | 
Explication of the Doctrine of the Trinity, to ( 

be conſidered and compared with Other Explicati- y 

ons: Had he not conſtantly placed the Particulariie! e 

of his yz Explication, in the room of the Princi- 

ple itſelf to be explained; and, with unchriſtian 
wrathfulneſs, repreſented All Thoſe who rejected 

« THE Doctrine of the Trinity invented by Dr 
Waterland, as Rejecters of © THE Doctrine of the 

c Trinity taught by Chriſt and his Apoſtles: The 
controverſy, for Me, had been long ſince at an End. 

2. After all the odious Conſequences, which Dr 
Materland, in a popular way of writing, has indea- 

voured to fix upon the Opinion of the Divine Sub- 

france being infinitely extended; he has no where had 

the Courage clearly and diſtinctly to declare, that it 

is not, after all, His Own Opinion. He has no where 
declared, that he himſelf believes God to be Ouni- 

| preſent, not ſubſtantially, but virtually only. He 

Has no Where declared, that he himſelf believes Jm. 
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e can ſubſiſt without a Subject; 3 and that, bh the Obſerv. 
Divine Omnipr eſence, he means nothing more, bur NN 


vat he elſewhere calls «© 4 Nominal Ubiquity, viz. 
that God without being really and ſubſtantially Omni- 

eſent, ( that is, without being Omnipreſent at all,) 
hs Power to Act in all places AS IF he was really 
Omnipreſent. Till he has done This; the odious Con- 


25 upon Others, remain equally fixt upon Himſelf. 
Had he clearly and diſtinctly declared This 


_ to be his Own Opinion; Still, unleſs he had 
ſhown that the difficulties which he fanſies to be 


(or affetts to repreſent as being) inextricable, were 
peculiar to the Other Explication, and not equally j in- 
extricable in his Own ; all that he has done in this 
matter, has been only to indeavour to expoſe to the 
Scorn of Infidels the doctrine itſelf of the Divine Om- 
mpreſence, as contradittory and ridiculous; whereas, 
in the Truth of things, it is one of the cleareſt and 


mt obvious and moſt diſtinct of All our natural Ide- 
| 3; and has no manner of di ifficulty in it, but what 


ies wholly and ſolely from the improper Applicati- 
on of fantaſtical Terms of Art, and the attending to 
Wards only inſtead of Ideas of Things. 

4. Were All the Conſequences, which the Dr in- 
dewours to charge in the moſt odious manner and 
vith perpetual repetition, Real Conſequences from A- 
ny Principles of his Adverſaries, and Peculiar too to 


thoſe Principles; ſtill even All This (the Reader 


vill be pleaſed carefully to obſerve) would be no- 
ing to 0 his Purpoſe, in E way of nn upon 


W. hich 


{quences (nothing relating to the preſent Controver- 5 
% which he has gone far out of his way in hopes to 


P. 424. 
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Obſerv. which the preſent Argument wholly turns. Por 
X. the thing objected 7o Him, is; that May Su- 
* preme Governours (however ſuppoſed to be inſe- 
parable) cannot be One Supreme Governour, becauſe 

tis an expreſs Contr adiftion in itſelf, as well as entire- 

ly void of all Foundation in Scripture. But the 

thing retorted By Him, is This only; that Man 
Swbſtances cannot be One Subſtance, or that Man 
Subſtances cannot be One Perſon : Neither of which, 
includes any contradiction, or indeed any difficulty at 

all. For though, in the nature of things, One Per. 

fon can never poſſibly be compounded of May 

Perſons, One Living Man can never poſſibly be com- 

_ pounded of Many Living Men; yet One Subſtance 

may be, and generally is, conſtituted of Many Sub- 


ſtances; and one Perſon allo may be, and generally is, Wie 
_ conſtituted of Many Subſtances. Where fore though, | 
for Other Reaſons, tis certain the Divine Subſtance does ¶ len 
not conſiſt of Parts, properly and phy/cally ſpeaking Mud. 
that is, Parts diviſible, ſeparable, or diverſified with ion 
Properties diſtinct from the univerſal Powers of the 
Whole, (which is the eſſential character of all Corporealiſll 
Beings, and the Ground of Corruptibility;) yet, ſo fi nc 
as the Preſent Argument is concerned, were All the k 
Doctor's Conſequences truly and juſtly dran di 
were it a true Deduction, that (in our abſtract andi ye 
metaplyſical manner of conceiving things) the diving A 
| Subſtance did conſiſt of Parts, of Parts imaginab i a 
infinite in Number; yet even This, J ſay, woul * Re 
ſtill (to the Purpoſe of the Argument for which i c 
has been urged by Dr Warerland) have no diu lr 
Ob 


« all in it; twould infer nothing in the leaſt de 
8 | : ores 


Second Defenſ? of bis OuERIES. 


gre , parallel” to the Abſurdities of the Doctor's 
Scheme ; *twould require nothing to clear it, which at 


dor's Notions'; 'twould imply no contradiction iu itſelf, 
nor to the nity of God; provided always there was 
inderſtood to be but One Life, One Will, One Pow- 
ch One Wiſdom, as well as One Immenſity, of the 


Divine Subſtance, ** and a Wiſdom reſiding in 
An Other Part. For, even in Finite Perſons, 


hhere of activity, and another Power in _— 
r; but One Perceptive or One Active Facult ty, of 
the whole Perſon. 

5. Laſtly. Dr Vaterland kin ſelf, after having ta- 
kn perpetual Refuge in this Comparative Argument, 
adthereby endeavoured pon Every Exigency to hide 


Al This, plainly confeſſes himſelf Conſcious that it 


b him in the following Words. e Suppoſing the 
* difficulties were equal (as they by no means are,) 
yet there would be No conſequence in your 
Argument. The divine Omnipreſence is AGREED 
en Both ſides, to be a Truth demonſtrated by 


LEDGED Truth, are in no degree any juſt 


60 « the 


the fame time could at all clear or make poſſible the Do- 


gery Perceptive and every Active Faculty whatſo- 
ger, is not one Power reſiding in one part of its 


0 nothing to the Purpoſe. The Caſe had been put 


' Reaſon, and affirmed in Scripture. Difficulties in 
conceiving the Manner of ſuch an Ac 


Objection againſt the Truth * Now were 


Obſerv. 


Whole; and not (as Dr Waterlaud affects abſurdly 
pſpeak,) a ** Wiſdom reſiding in One Part of the 


f. 216. 


tom his Reader the Abſolute Contradictorineſs of 
Is own Notion: Even He himſelf (I fay) after 


” 
> f a . 
4 8 
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_ obs. 


= that it is v0 where found in Scripture, nor deduced by 


over Impoſſible to be underſtood. Now Impoſſhiliy 


* Traer, for proving that there were as great Diff 
« culties of conception in ſome ONDISPUTED 
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Obſervations on Dr Waterland's 


« the thing Ton contended for, either a Propoſitioy 
* demonſtrated by Reaſon, or any where affirmed in 
<< Scripture; the Caſe would then indeed be the ſame, 
ce But the Prime Objection againſt Towr. Notion, is, 


« any juſt Conſequence from Scripture ; and is more- 


<< of being underſtood, is a very juſt Objection againſt 
ec an unproved hypotheſis, though it would not beſo 
ce againſt an ACKNOWLEDGED Truth. To 
c what Purpoſe then is it, to compare Difficulties 
* here? as if a diſputed hypotheſis would be ever the 


& Truth, as in That diſputed hypotheſis. ”” What 
Anſwer does the Doctor make to This? Why, he 
acknowledges is reaſonably put, and deſervii 
* Confederation. * And when it has undergone his 


Conſideration, what Then? why, then < 10 Th wo 
c (fays he) I anſiver, that our Poſitive Eviden ll Sy 
'« from Scripture, is very Great and Full. That by 
is; he acknowledges his Comparative Argument to b te) 
nothing to the Purpoſe, till his Poſtive Evidence b 
firſt allowed. But whether his Poſitive Evidmi « i 
be really any Poſitive Evidence, or no; is the Whoa * ? 

| Point in Queſtion between us. Surely, till Th b tur: 
determined ſome Other way, than merely by uM * » 
Ovn Confidence; he can have no Right to W* # 
down his Concluſion, as a Principle Granted ; to mak © a 
uſe of it as an Allowed Premiſe, in order to deduqſ -v 
from thence the Proof of itſelf ; or to Compare "i * of 

| 0 þ 


with Ackpowledged and Undiſputed Truths, in ort 


tc 


— DE Ger. i . * * e D 7 . 2 * * 
det os + ASS * i. io. 1 
* A rinnt . 
„ N 9 7 2 
3 2s * WR. : _ 
Cn” ME. os 25 » 
2 FEE RE o 


bas Defenſe» 27 his Quiz R 12. 

Pring e ade and over-rule all Difficulties, W Well! Obſerve 
d in WY but (to let him take his own way,) here is This * 
me. « Great and Full Evidence from e Why. 2 
I bath (ſays he) been Often ſhown. * But We 
4% ft, on the contrary, that Every Text in the New 
ore- ſifament has been carefully examined; and that it 
ity cearly. appears, that innumerable of thoſe Texts are 
unſt dretly contradictory to Dr Materland's Doctrine, 
x (08 nd that 20rt One of © thoſe Texts does either in Words 

c in Senſe or by Any Conſequence affirm his doctrine. 
ltie i Here the matter muſt finally be left to the capable 
tne nd ſncere Reader, who thinks it worth his while 
a to ſtudy and compare the Scriptures : Prove all things) 
ED faſt that which is good. I ſhall here obſerve ons 
[hat This One thing further; that, when the Doctor 
b ws thus referring vs back to his whole Book in ge- 
eg ara for his << very great and full Evidence, he 
bis tought fit however to aſſiſt our Memories by 
hi pointing out to us One Particular, wherein the 
enck Srength of this great and full evidence principally 
hat by. ce Our poſs tive Evidence from Scripture ”' (ſays ibidl] 


le) © ig very great and full, as has been Often 
* ſhown I will here mention but One Argument of 
it, viz. that you have not been able to elude our 
* Proof of the SON's Divinity, ” {of the Son's na- 
trally equal and independent Supremacy, he means 3 
ꝝithont eluding, at the ſame time, every Proof of 
the FAT; HER“ Divinity alſo; as I have ſhown 
* above, Is not This 4 very SENSIBLE, and 4 
0 Very Hecking Demonſt ration, of the $ TRENGT. H 
i of our Scripture-Proofs * » Had any man been 


o ut words into the Mouth of an Adverſary, he 
init... 
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Obſevr. could not have invented. any thing more 4 4 
XI. As will appear, by the following PEI. 


OBSERVAT. XL 


| Cheers ng the Scripture- Proofs of tl 
ata of God the Father. 


- - i TO been thown at large, by a diſtinc 

| Conſideration of all the Texts; that All the Title 
given to the Son in the New Teſtament, and All the 
Powers aſcribed to him, are perfectly well conſiſtent 

with re ſerving the Supremacy of Abſolute and Inde- 
pendent Dominion to the Father Alone, to the One 

God and Father of All, who is Above All : To This, 

Dr Waterland has thought fit to make the following 

5. 246, Anſwer. Von have not then been able to prove 
ce that the particular Perſon, called the Father, is the 
& Firſt Cauſe of all things; or that there is not Au- 

c ther God ABOVE HIM. By looſening the 
Proof of Chriſt's Divinity, * [of his naturally e 
qual and independent er he means ;] © Jun 

ce have looſened EVERY Proof of the Divinit 7 of 
God the Father alſo ; which PERHAS you was 
not aware of. do not kyow whether you 
can yet prove That particular perſon, called God the 

& Father, to be the one eternal God. - Aſſoon as 

« you have proved the Divinity of God the Father, 


” "of the SAME 3 We will alſo prove the 
8 Dior 


7a 
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« Divinity” [the neceſſarily equal Supremacy ] « P Obſerv. 


God the Son. So, chuſe you whether to take in Both, 


6 or give up Both, For I ſee no Remedy, but that 
« the Divinity [the Supreme divinity] « of Fx" 
ther and Son, muſt ſiand or fall TOGE- 
& THER. But I muſt tell you farther, that by 
« veakning and deſtroying ſo many clear and unde- 
« viable Proofs of the FAT HER's Divinity, you 
« have not left yourſelf enough to prove Him to be 
* the Firſt Cauſe. This, PERITAPS, you was not 
" aware f; taking it for granted, that the FA. 
« THER's Divinity would be admitted without 
« Proof. It is a DARK Buſineſs ; but Diſputants 
vill ſometimes overſhoot. Dr Clarke, I Fn be- 
gan to be ſenſible of his Errour in This reſpett, as 
having undermined every Scripture-Proof of the 
* weceſſary exiſtence of God the Father. We 
lade jou, with Shame, to make out the Father's 
, eſſary Exiſtence by ſome other as expreſ; 
@ Texts. 


« Father's Divinity, by denying the Sons; ſo by 4ſ. 


6 former * And then all will be right. Tow 
have not been able to elude our Proof f the Son's 


nd independent Swpremacy, | © without eluding, at 
i the ſame Time, EVERY Proof of the Father's Divi- 
© alſo ; as I have ſhown above. Is not This 4 
"very SENSIBLE, and à very affecting Demonſtra- 
mn, of the STRENGTH of our Scripture» 
Ir vofs + „pile we are bringing you plain 
e fon Ghriſt's Divinity,” [meaning again 
O 2 his 


- As jou had once LOST the Proof of the 


« ſerting the latter, you may again RECOVER the 


4 Divinity, ** [of his naturally and neceſſarily equal 


XI. 


5. 249. 


p. 270. 


5. 328. 
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when, in the nature of things, the very Notion of a 


} _ Obſervations on. Dr Waterlansd Y 


. his naturally abſolute and independent — R 
& AS PLAIN AS can be 3 for the Divinity, n 
& of the FATHER.” 5 

All This is ſo incredibly abſurd, that. after ha- u 
ving read it over and over again, I could hardly - 
tell how to believe my own Eyes. For (, 


1//. What can be more abſurd, than to talk of 
Proving the Attributes of God from Revelation ; 


Revelation neceſſarily Preſuppoſes them, and the Scrip- 
ture always ſpeaks of them and affirms them as preſip- 
poſed Can the Yeracity of God be proved from 
Scripture, when the Truth of the Scripture itſelf evi- 
dently relies wholly and ſolely upon our preſuppoſg 


the Yeracity of God? And the Same is true likewiſe, n 
of all the Other Perfections of the Divine Nature, Wi m 
They are known demonſtrably by the Light of Nature. Wl 
And for That reaſon, and That only; all the Pha- 4 
ſes, wherein any of the divine Perfections are ſet in 
forth in Scripture, are always and neceſſarily un- 
derſtood to mean much more, than the Words them. 1 
ſelves properly do or can expreſs : The Words always Wl * 
receiving the Strength of their Signification, not {iſ ® 
from their own intrinſicl Notation, but from the an- 
tecedently known Nature of the Subject to which Wi 
they are applied. We read of Everlaſting Hills Will" 
in the Scripture, as well as of the Ever/afing Wil * 
God. Tis not therefore from the word, Everlaſting, f. 
that the Eternity of God is Proved : But the word, 
everlaſting or eternal, does for T his only reaſon in One Wi n 
caſe, and not in the Other, expreſs a proper Eternity i ll i 
becauſe we know een that God could not Wn 


have 


Scand Defenſe of his QUERIES. : cos. 
bye exiſted. at all; if he had. not been ( in the lui 1 | 
netzphyſical Senſe) Eternal; neceſſarily, eſſenti ally, 
nd independently, Eternal. Again: When the Scrip- 
ure faith, Before the Mountains were. brought forth, 
y ever the Earth and. the World.were. made, thou art 
God from everlaſting and. world without end: Tis 
wt from the Force of the rd. 8 ves, but 
from the antecedent Knowledge of the Thing, that we 
underſtand the Pſalmiſt to intend by That Phraſe a 
nd Eternity: For otherwiſe, Angels alſo exiſted be- 
fire the Mountains were brought forth, or ever the 
Earth and the world were made. In like manner, 
when St Paul, ſpeaking of: God, ſays, that Ze Only 
lu Immortality; tis evident that, not from the 
mere Force of the words, (for Angels allo have Im- 
wrtality,) but from the Nature of the Thing we 
now that the Apoſtle by This expreſſion meant Ne- 
ſary and Independent Exiſtence. The caſe is the 
me, when God is declared in Scripture to Fill 
Haven and Earth. What is not Infinite or Im- 
menſe, may poſſibly do That: But becauſe we know 
beſorehand that God cannot but be Immenſe, theres 
| fore we underſtand That. Phraſe to expreſs his [mx 
mfg. Whoever conſiders Theſe Inſtances, will 
yidently ſee how Meal all thole Arguments are, 
wich Dr Materland builds upon the Same Phraſes 
being ſometimes applied in Scripture to 4 Per- 
ſos, But 

adh. What I ſuppoſe the Doctor more frialy 
Mans by the Paſſages above-cited, is This: That, 
I, from the Higheſt Titles given to Chriſt in Scrip- 
It ind cannot proye rhe SON to be naturally and. 

neceſſa: 


2 
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Obſervations on Dr Waterland's 


: Obſerv. neceſſarily the God Supreme over All; then neither n 


* 


enn Scripture, prove Him to be naturally and neceſſari. 


7.446, 
247. 


ther of All, whois Above All; By claiming, to have 


We, from the Higheſt Titles given to the FATHER 


ly the God Supreme over All, ſo as to have no one 
Above or Superiour to him in dominion. To which 
I anſwer : That the particular perſon, called thy 
& Father, ” does in Scripture claim to be . the Firf 
« Canſe of all things, by taking upon himſelf the 
Title of Father of All: And the Dr cannot © by the 
& SAME Argument prove alſo the Son to be the 
Firſt Cauſe of all things. The “ particular perſon, 
ce called the Father, does likewiſe in Scripture 
claim to have no other God Above him, by u- 
king upon himſelf the Title of the One God and Fa- 


= "WV =T EW — <- 


(1 


No Superiour; to do all things according to the Coun- 


fel of his own Will; to be ſent by None; to reciew , 
Power and Authority from None; to act by Nag © 
ones Commiſſion; to fulfill No one's Mill. And « 

the Dr cannot © by the SAME Arguments 
Cc prove alſo the Son to have no one * Hove 
| 


All things, claim as much to be “ the Firſt Cauſe of 
4 all things, as the God who for his own Pleaſure 


to have No one « Above him; as He who he 


claim as much to have No Superiour, as He whoſe Wil 


red To the Glory of Another, Claim as much to be 


& Him. For, does He By whom God created 
created all things By him? Does He who came not ti 
do bis Own Will, but the Will of Him that Sent him 


be came and was ſent to fulfill? Does He who ſtyke 
Another Perſon His God and Father, claim as much 


ſtyles his God and Father? Does He who is Honou 


neceſ 


Second Defenſe of his QUERIES. 111 
meeſſarily Supreme in Dominion over All, as He to Obſerve 
vue Glory he is Honoured? 5 | XI. 

R : 1 

J Llernefthy with, (for the ſake of Truth, for the WY" 
85 Glory of God, for the Honour of Chriſt, and to pre- 
rent the multiplying of Obſtacles which give Occa- 
fun to the Enemies of Religion to blaſpheme ;) that 
the wn of Ability, who judge the Writings of Dr Wa- 

10 rand to be conſiderable, would be at the Pains to 
xaſe and conſider and compare, what he has advan- 
&d up on this Great and Important Subject. 


* 


oO OBSERVAT. XI. 


(meerning Dr Waterlands manner of 
putting his Own Particular Explications 
if a Doctrine, in the place of the Do- 
arine itſelf to be explained. 


From what has been faid under the foregoing 1 
eds, tis obvious to obſerve, with what Right 
xd Juſtice Dr Waterland continually ſlips the Par- 

arities of his Own Explication, into the Place of 

te Doctrine itſelf to be explained, Whoſoever re- 

js His Particular Explications, brings « Objecti-ĩ 5 314; 
n (it ſeems) againſt THE Doctrine of the Bleſ= 

l Trinity ; alleges : Arguments againſt THE 360. 
Iridity ; *” urges «© Maxime, as of great Force a- 
fin THE Dottrine of the Trinity ;” and ( points 425. 
his Logick, againſt THE Trinity.” A Writer 
1 of 
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ſame reaſon ſay, that whoſoever oppoſes Trav. 
Panriation, brings Objeftions againſt THE Dittrin 
F the Bleſſed Sacrament. Nay, he might ſay it with 


greater reaſon : Becauſe Tranſuhſtantiation has been 


expreſſly received by the whole Church of Rome 
whereas Dr Waterland's Doctrine (J verily believe) 


Was never generally recieved by Any Church in the 


World. And Tranſubſtantiation has ſome colour in the 
bare words (though none-in the Senſe) of Scripture; 


Whereas Dr Waterland's Doctrine has 20 colour ei- 


ther in the Words or in the Senſe or in Any conſe- 


quent Deduction from Scripture. 7 alſo might fay 
with the ſame reaſon as the Doctor, that whoſoe- 
ver receives not Ay Explication of the Doctrine, 
rejets «© THE Doctrine of the Trinity.” And | 
could ſay it with much greater reaſon than He; be- 


cauſe I can expreſs the Whole of My Notion in the 


« ir to You Seripture-Poſition, according to O 


very words of Scripture, [There is One Spirit; One 
Lord ; One God and Father of All, who is Above 
A;] whereas the Dr cannot poſſibly expreſs His 
in Any words of Scripture : And, when called upon 
to do it, he has only This jeſting Anſwer to make; 
c Do you imagine, that I cannot as eaſily, or mort 
e eaſily, find Scripture-words for mine? But This it 
« Jyifling. And again : · Tou blame me (lays he) 
« for not expreſſing * ¶ for not being Able to exprels] 


c my Faith in ANT Scripture-poſition. 4 f 


& every thing I aſſert as matter of Faith, were 


% not as much Scripture- poſition, according to MT 


% way of underſtanding Scripture; as Yours 


« Way 
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Heco Definſs If his Gerate 
0 my of uuderſt Fanding Seripture. Undoubt- 


z all a Scripture-Pgſttion. But the Texts them- 
| ves only, are Scripture-Poſttions ; 3 With which 20 


impruouſneſs, be equalled. And This is the very 
thing, I am here blaming Dr Waterland for; that 


pays ſome Propoſition of his Own inſtead of it, as 
king © THE doctrine of the Trinity * to be inter- 


weted and explained. 
This Method of proceeding, had been before com. 


« the Queſtion was, about a Doctrine of Scripture ; a- 
bout the Senſe of certain Propoſitions laid down in 


the ! Scripture. *” That < therefore the Foundation of 
ne the Queſtion, the Propoſition whoſe Senſe and 


v0 Meaning we argue about, ought Always to be 
1: Wi © © Seripture-Hropoſition. And yet that, © through- 


n his Whole Book, whenever he ſpoke of THE 
* Dottrine of the Trinity, of THE VERY MN. 
s fery of the Trinity, of THE Thing it ſelf, in 
* oppoſition to any particular Mode of it; when- 


e) ever he ſpoke of Scriptural Poſitions, of a Plain 
JW þ Scripture-Trath, which He that believes Simply and 


" in the General, and AS laid down in Scripture, ” 
re le lays) e believes ENOUGH; he never once 
11 Wy nentioned Any Scriptare-Poſition, but conſtantly 
s Tipe i into its Place Some Other Propoſition, which 


K (cording to his Own hypotheſis) he ſuppoſed to 
P _ - "WY 


ly it is juſt as much ſo; that is, not at all. 
for neither One man's, nor Another man's Inter- 
gm or « Wa ay of underſtanding of Scripture, 


nar's Interpretations can, without the greateſt Pre- 


le never lays down Any Scripture-Poſition, but 41 


ſined of to the Doctor. He had been told, that 
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114 Obſervations on Dr Waterland: 


Obſerv. © be, in way of Inference, equivalent. As if the 
XII. « whole Queſtion was; not whether, or how far, 
"ES or in what ſenſe, His Propoſitions rightly expreſ- 
« ſed the Doctrine of Scripture; but merely, he- 
ther or how far, or in what ſenſe, Other mens No- 
ce tions agreed or diſagreed with HIS Propoſition 
cc conſidered as a RULE.” This was the Com- 
pkint Then. And the Anſwer he makes to it Now, 
Second Def. is This: © Well then, let IT be the Subject of 
P.. ce onr Belief, that — What? Would not any 
one now at laſt bavs expected ſome expreſs Scri- 
 rure-Poſition * No: But, *“ Let it be the Subjelt of 
« our Belief, (fays the Dr,) that the Father is God, the 
& Son God, and the Holy Ghoſt God, and that THEY 
« ARE THE One God 1 the Chriſtians ; And as to the 
cc manner how they are Three or One, let no body con- 
0e cern himſelf about it. That is to ſay: Be pleaſed 
to lay down an Inference drawn in the words of k. 
ter Writers, (our conſequential Doctrine, as he 
himſelf ſtyles it, pag. 4th of his Preface : Be plea 
ed to hay down this Conſequential Doctrine) as the 
Foundation in the Stead of the Text itſelf ; and then, 
to be ſure, there can be no controverſy, in deducing 
from That Text the Conſequential Doctrine. 

I am not no conſidering, whether his Conſequer- 
ces be rightly deduced, or not; but only ſhowing lis 
Unreaſonableneſs in demanding perpetually to have his 

Conſequences laid down and preſuppoſed, as the Principle 
itſelf from which his Conſequences were to have been 
deduced. 
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(mcerning Dr Waterland 8 Manner of 45. 


 pealing from * and S cripture, to 


Authority. 


\ 
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Obſerv. 


XIII. 


From what has been ſaid upon the fore-going 


Heads, it will be eaſy likewiſe to judge, upon 
Nut Account the Doctor ſo frequently appeals 
rom Reaſon and Scripture, to Authority. When his 
lgument is reduced to an expreſs contradiction, a con- 
rulittion to itſelf, as well as to Scripture s then he 
teges, that the thing he contends for, muſt be {0s 
6 Upon the Principles of the Primitive Churches: 

nezning, that it nuſt be ſo, Upon his Own hypotheſis. 
When an Argument is work'd up to the Evidence 
men of an identical Propoſition, (which is the Eſſence 
> Demonſtration ;) then, <'Tis contrary (he ſays) 
i the Sentiments of Wiſer men, 1% have argued 
he other way.” Again: When Two very dif- 
fren Aſſertions, are affirmed ub. to be 1 Same 
AHertion; then he asks, Ho do you know ? Or 


* how came Jon to be Wiſer in This Particular, than 
6 all the Chriſtian Churches early and late? who 


ſet never affirmed Two ſuch different Aſſertious to 
be the ſame Aſſertion; and if they had affirmed it, 
Hl the Aſſertions would not have been the Same. 


p. 127. 


P. 215. 


P. 329. 


ſly; When he is told, that 'tis great Pre- 


age, to call the Particularities of his Own 


+ - Ex- 
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Obſervations on Dr Waterlands iN 


| Endlication, 6e 7. HE Doctrine of the Bleſſed Trinity ; * 
then he cries out, Great Preſumption indeed] to believo 


4 that the Catholick Church has kept the True Faith!” 


Which are the very Words, and the very Argument, 
wherewith the Writers of the Church of Rome per. 
petually inſult, and will for ever with Fuſtice inſult 
over all ſuch Proteſtants, as, after the example of their 
Adverſaries, indeavour to diſcourage all ſerious In- 
quiry after Truth, with the my words of ſuch 
Popular Pretences ; 


If there be among men 4 one diſtinguiſhing 
Mark of the Spirit of Errour, tis This Deſire of hi- 
ding from mens Eyes the Strength and Clearneſi of 
Argument, by interpoſing the Falſe Colours of pre- 
rended Authority; and drowning the diſtinct Voice 
of Reaſon and Scripture, by the Inarticulate and 
Confuſed Sound of a Multitude. This is the Alone 
Ground of All Extenſtve Erronrs, and the Only Si- 
port of them in All Ages and Nations. Truth always 
rejoices above all things, 1 in being diſtinctly examined 
without Prejudice; and never takes pleaſure in being 
cloathed with Thoſe Garments, which do equally ft 
and ſit every Errour. Every Serious man, who 

knows any thing of the State of Religion in the 
World, and conſiders the Situation of Truth and Er- 
rour in the different Nations of the Earth; will al. 
ways think himſelf Fallible, whatever Numbers he 
be ſurrounded with ; and, inſtead of being ſtirred 
4 to Wrath, will be Thankful to Any one, who 


\uggelts to him any Intimation, or rea lonable Ground 


Second Defenſe of bis Q ERIE 8. 


of inquiring and re- conſidering, whether he may Obſerv. 


not poſſibly be in an Errour. 
This would be the real State of the Caſe, even 


though the Authority of Numbers were infinitely 
eater, than Dr Waterland himſelf has either re- 


preſented, or can imagine it to be. But indeed, 


the Reverſe of what he pretends, is True; even 


yith regard to the point of Authority. For ſo 


far is it from being true, that Dr Waterland's 
Doctrine is the Doctrine of the «© Catholick 


Church; that, on the contrary, the * Firſt 
Article of Every Creed in Every Chriſtian Church 
n the World, in Europe, Aſia and Africa, for 
Many Ages; is a Profeſſed and Standing Teſtimony, 
Aint his doctrine. Nor can it at all avail him, 
that he indeavours to ſhift This off, by menti- 
ming ® the Creeds AS INTERPRETED by 
« thoſe that recite them.” For, ſurely, it cannot be 


bubted, but the Words univerſally and uniformly 
preed upon by all the Chriſtian Churches in tho 


World, as what They thought the moſt proper to 


convey inſtruction into the Mind of every Un- 
| tarned Chriſtian even of the meaneſt Capacity, in 


the Firſt and moſt Fundamental point of Reli- 
gon; ought to be lookt upon as of more Weight, 
than the Private Speculations of Any Single — 
And yet, even with regard to Theſe alſo, I believe 


it 


His ivo zig S Oehy, acercf es, rene, & c. 

Credo in Unum Deum, Patrem, Omnipotentem, c. 
Credo in Deum, Patrem, Omnipotentem, &c. 

I believe in God, C in One God.] the Father, to; Almighty (or 
Wpreme i in Dopninion over Als ) Kc. 
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11s Obſervations on Dr Waterland 


Obſerv. it will be found, that not ſo much as One Single Mi. 
XIII. ter in the Firſt Three Centuries, either in commenting 
upon the Firſt Article of the Creed, or upon any other 
occaſion, has preſumed to teach; but, on the contrary, 

they would All have judged. it the Higheſt Blaſp¾he- 

ny either to ſay or think, (which is the very Poin, 


Father of All, who is above All, has no Natural and 
Neceſſary Supremacy of Authority and Dominion at all; 
has No Other Supremacy of Authority and Domi. 
on, than what is founded merely in mutual Agree- 
ment and Voluntary Concert; but has, naturally and 
neceſſarily, a Priority of Order only; a Priority, in“ 
order (or reſpect) of —— nothing. l 


—— . — —E—4᷑4—ĩ— —2———— —ę— — 
* * * 


* See This explained at large above, in Obher vat. III. 


OB SERV. 


in which Dr Waterland's whole Doctrine centers) 
that God the Father Almighty, even the One God and 
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, Obſevr. 
5 4 XIV. 
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Cmcerning particular Quotations out of 
TE he F. arhers. 


v3 1 
1d Quotations from the Fathers being infinite, and 
1; WM geocrally ending in nothing but Perſonal Conteſts, 


whether This or the Other Writer underſtands the 
Languages beſt ; which to the generality of Read- 
as can be of no great importance, and can be judged 
of by Scholars only: I ſhall not therefore, at This 
ime, weary my Reader with repeating a Num- 
ber of Quotations ; but ſhall content my ſelf with 
Appealing, in This One Inſtance particularly, to All 1 
fuch as are skilled in the Languages; whether the Z | 
mmerous Paſſages cited in the Reply to Dr Water- | 
land s Firſt Defenſe, as maintaining a natural and ne- "oh | 
ſary Supremacy of Dominion in God the Father „ 
Amighty, do not really maintain Such a Supremacy 3 
ad whether Any of the Paſſages cited to the con- 
tary by Dr Waterland in his Second Defenſe, do ei- — 
der in words or in ſenſe or by any juſt conſequence = 
Gy That Supremacy, And This Point (which is 
tne Foundation on which All True Religion en- 
urcly relies) being once ſettled ; all other contro- 
ned Points, will appear to be of no very con- 
ſderable Conſequence. 

[ ſhall here further, as a Specimen only, ſet down 
me few very groſ $ mi ilrepreſentations made by Dr 
Water- 


V. 


— 
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l 82 |» Obſervations on D- Watetland's 


Opferv. Waterland i in his Quotations; and ſhall not en- 
AV. large upon them, but barely refer to them; that 
They who have Skill i in the Languages, may com- 
youu them, if they ſhall think i it of Importance ſo todo, 


. 8 I, Philo cc . a Mind. to aj how the Lo- 
cc as was Neceſſarily-exiſting, but not Self-exiſtem ; 
So (fays the Dr) underſtand him. There is 

nothing i in the world ſo remote, which he might not 
juſt as well have #nderſtood, (that is, have fanſid) that 
Philo, in * the page he refers to, * had a mind 


to expreſs. . a 
7. 164 2. In 4 Paſſige of Faſtin, where Chriſt is + ſtiled x 
The Somof the Only and Unbegotten and Ineffable God; 7 
the Dr contends that the Only and Unbegotten and 
| ineffable God, whoſe Son Chriſt is there affirmed to 
be, includes both Father and Son. And becauſe the 
very Terms ate contradictory, he changes the word 
Vnbegotten into Uncreated, without Any Pretenſe of £ 
Authority from Manuſcripts. And in like manner il " 
$-264- in all other places of This and of all other Antient Wl 1, 
_=c. Writers, he (without Any Pretenſe of Authority) go 
268. perpetually changes one of theſe words into the other, to 
even in Cafes (as in This now before us) where the p 
Senſe and Connexion of the Sentence neceſſarily re- f 
quires 
* "Ours ami. [Dr IWaterland reads nee 46 6 $46 en 
a5, Er: */Evnrog Ws E G wir©- Tay Egan, em Oortpoig blur. 0. 
| Land The Words almoſt immediately preceding, are: Ta) ON 
| Arbe © rhef A5 AQPEAN eher "EAQKEN «© m. 
7¹e . emo os ramp, ba e cs, To Y ev0jhtvey Drarzny 7 0 


| rr. P- 509. 
'F Tod Hors @ &ywirod xi l aißirs 920 11%. 
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dene Difenſ if his Quan RIE s. 


Gee. VI, The Note in pag. 63. . . 
Upon C1) Another Paſſage of Fuſtin, he has a 


nl. abſurd Comment, together with a Change of 


the word Unbegotten into Unmade. Compare The 


Reph, p. 292, 2933 with the Dr's Firſt Defenſe, p. 


1529 er 5. _ 


3. He ſeveral times cites F 2) 2 Paſſoge of [renews 
s ſtyling the Son, ipſe Deus; though thoſe words in 


That Paſlage, evidently ſignify ( (3) the Father. 

He cites (4) Two Paſſages of the fame Author, 
s expreſſing his Own and the Churches Notion, 
when in reality he is ridieuling the Notions of the 
Valeninians. 


In 


41) Ilergh—=&yovirg. — 5 vieg oway © VO 

(2) Dei verbum; immo magis Ipſe Deus, cum ſit Verbum. 
16.2. c. 13. $8. þ- 132. Edit, Maſſueti, 2 

(1) For in the very ſame Section, ſpeaking of the Father, 


de had faid; Qui ſit ſuper omnes Deus, totus Nus Cy torus Lo- 


gen cum ſit, quemadmodum prædiximus. And before; in $ 3, 
to which the word (prædiæimus) refers: Pater omnium, cùm 
ſt Totus Ratio, & Torus Auditus, & Totus Oculus, &c. 
Note; Verbum and Logos and Ratio, are in the Greek one and 
the ſame Word.] 

(4) Neceſſe eft igitur, [ | 4 quomodo a fole bade, ZEonas ip- 


ſrum em iſſones habuiſſe Dicent,] — eas que ex eo ſunt 


mmiſſones, ejuſdem Subſtantiæ cium * ut, cuju, 2 2 Se. lid. 24 
. 3. V7. P. 139. 
8 enim exiſtens in Patre, mas hunc in quo ef, hoc oft, ſe- 
wetipſum non ignorat; & quæ ab hoc ſuut Emiſſiones c. 
ſs. Compare c. 13, $6: Si autem non emiſum extra Pa- 
trem ilum DIC . fed i in pſo Patre; prims GOIN ſuper- 


2 au 
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ies there ſhould be no ſuch Change. Ste dere, Obſete, 


& 


8 
* E F * * 


SS Obſervations on Dr Waterland' s 


Obſerv. In Another paſſage (5) of the ſame Author, he 
XIV. makes (non alius & alius to ſignify Father and Son; 
N when they are Both moſt expreſſly ſpoken of Chrif, 
declaring that it was One and the ſame Perſon, who 
Alone en, and was Alone kzown by, the Father. 

178. Another Paſſage, in which is a very important va 
rious Reading, [ qui omnia fecerit Verbo ſuo, | he cites 

again, without taking Notice that he had been before 


informed of That Reading. Reply to his Firſt De- 
fenſe, p. 1 03. | 
5.82 In Another Paſſage ( he tells us) This Author 
k repreſents the Son as (6) making Himſelf the Head 
e over the Church, and aſſuming That Power and 
« Authority Himſelf, * which is elſewhere © repre- 
cc ſented as deſcending from the Father. Directhy 
contradictory to the Intent of the Author; who, in 
the very Paſſage here cited to the contrary, is expreſſj 
recapitulating the things that Chriſt did [ſecundum 
Placitum Patris] according to the Good — 
cc * his Father. 


— 1 — EE 


p. 140. 4. A Paſſage of Clemens - wherein 
Cheilt i i5 — as ſpeaking L 75 AM mpmins) 


in 


IS 


fluum erit etiam dicere emiſſum eſſe eum. Poſt deinde —— 

& is qui eſt ab eo Logos, erit intra Patrem: ſimiliter autem & | 
relique Logi Emiſſiones. Jam igitur non NOIR Patren, 
cum intra eum „ent. 

(5) Non ergo Alius erat qui cogneſeebarur, [nemo cognoſ- 
cit Filium; ] & Alius qui dicebat, Nemo [ niſi Filius] cognoſ. 
cit Patrem. lib.,4. c. 6, $7, p. 234, 235. 

(6) In ſemetipſum principatum aſſumens, & apponens ſe- 
metipſum caput Eccleſiæ, lib. 3. c. 16, $ 6. p. 206. 


Second Defenſe f his QUERIES. 
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. WH & bis Own Perſon; meaning that He himſelf ſpake Obſerv. 


o Wl This Paſſage (I fay) the Dr had alleged as ſignifying, 


that Chriſt pale in his Own Perſon, in oppoſition to 


-b peaking as the Repreſentative of the Father. And 
cs WH when he was charged with This monſtrous miſrepre- 
ſentation; the Auſiuer he gives, is this Ludicrous Que- 


Als cena, In his own perſun 2 
And 'tis very remarkable, that in the ſame Sen- 
tence, ſpeaking of Chriſt's being “ the (1) Repre- 


an Opinion which no body at That time when 
(emen wrote] © was wild enough to hold.” And 
yet This has been largely proved to have been, (and 


nmſclf to have been) the Unanimous Opinion of 


ls Dr W's Defenſe, pag. 128 —158: And Dr 
arke's Scripture-Doctrine, Part I, NY 597 and 616. 


Author, he declares in a whole Page Kerber; that he 
cannot underſtand «© what is meant by the diſtin- 
tion, of words uſed in an abſolute or in a limited 
onſtruction. He can by no means apprehend any 
ference of Signification in the term 5 Se, When 
led abſolutely ; and when joined with other reſtri- 
tive words, which limit its ſi gnification, as 6 Ito; 


Q 2 Ney or, 


r Tod TF&Tþ%; N ufior 5 „Der. 


lion: © What can be plainer than the Words, ald red 


4 ſentative of the Perſon of the Father, he calls it 


[think is ſometimes acknowledged by Dr Waterland 


ll the Antient Chriſtian Writers. See the Reply 


Upon occaſion of ſome other Paſſages of the ſame 


( ) Theophilus expreſſes it by the words, EIU I CENA To 


concerning himſelf in the Firſt perſon, in oppoſition XIV. 
„bo his being ſpoken of by Another in the Third perſon: uy 


p. 140. 


p. 185. 


** 
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Obſerv. , 0 9536 6 6 ov ARS rod OY s $805 0 e; nay, 


XIV. 
i id 


6-513. 


p. 97, 
8165. 


into This Errour. 


7.43·6˙ 
elſewhere. 


Fes. 
+ P. 99. 


ing words: “ That which is derived from God, is 


Obſervations on Dr Waterlands 1 


which ſometimes quite change its Hgnification, a 
5 95; 7 "Apworiray, me; 
My Tranſlation of theſe words of the ſame Au- 
111 | xa HY NCH Horyperay; ] the Dr. ſays i is cc a moſt 
&« ſhameful Tranſlation : And he himſelf tranſlates 
them to an emirely different Senſe. I inſiſt, that 


my Tranſlation is right : And I appeal to Al that 7 


%% 


underſtand the Language, whether His be not ab/urd, WM 
and inconſiſtent with 2 nature of the Greek Tongue, 


5. From Te ertallias the Dr twice cites the follow. 


God, and Son of God, and Both One God.” 
Whereas the words of Tertullian are: (2) „ That 
&« which is derived from God, is God, and Son of 
« God; the ſame Perſon being both God, and Som of 
ce God,” But herein I am obliged to excuſe the 
Doctor; having myſelf either inattentively, or 
through too great a Dejire of Fairneſs, led him firſt 


But in what follows, he is altogether . 
The words of Tertullian | SUO jure Omnipotens, | 
he had frequently i in his * Firſ# Defenſe cited and 
tranſlated in a ſenſe directly contradictory to the Au- 
thor's Meaning. This had been diſtinitly and at 
large ſhown to him, in the f Reply to That Defenſe, WF 
And yet now again, in his | Second Defenſe, with- 


out pretending to contrah2 or to take the leaſt No- 
tice 


(2) Quod de Deo profectum eſt, Deus eſt & Dei filius, & 
Unus Ambo. [ His Meaning & is nat, Amba ſunt Unus; ; ut 


Uaus eſt Ambo,] 


| 


* Defenſe of his Qu ERIE S. 


ice of what had been 6 fully ſhown him ; he bare 


jy recites the Same Paſſage, and leaves his Reader ſtill 
o be impoſed upon with his former falſe Repreſen- 


ation. Which is exactly like his citing Another 


Writer as affirming Chriſt to be « Creator of the 


« World by his Oum Power, ” in ( 1) words which 
apreſs as aiſtincti and as fully as is poſſible, that 


This HIS Power is not his Own Power, but his Fa- 
fers. | 

Upon occaſion of "WR Other Palliges of Tertul- 
lan, the Doctor charges me with citing «© Marci- 
% on's Tenet for Tertullian's e; viz. that Rati- 
mal Souls are generated from the Divine Subſtances 
Which if Tertullian had taught, I would (ſays 


the Dr) < have given you up Tertullian for 4 


& Mad man. Yet the words of Marcion, are his 
preſentation of Tertullian's Senſe, in arguing 
fom what Tertullian admitted. And Tertullian, 
n his Reply in the ſame chapter, admits it in his 
1) own words; and elſewhere (3) affirms it ag 
lis own ſenſe. See the Reply to Dr W's Firſt De- 
fnſe, p. 285 and 328. | 
The like Charge he brings in Another place, 
of my —_ Marcellus's words, inſtead of Emſe- 
| bins's« 


(r)- —— Rex & Creator erat conflitutus. Voluntate & Præ. 
cepto Patris. {univerſa] ut eſſent, ſua virtute fecit. 
erm. Arian, apud Aug uſtin. p. 622. 


(2) Subſtantia, quam ad ipſo Deo traxit. Adv. Marcion. ä 


16. 2. c. 5. 
(3) A rational arcifics non tant jm factus, ſed etiam ex Sub - 


fantia Bu us animatus, 


9 


Oblers., 
pad 


1411. 


p. 100, 


p-28. 
. 


A nien on De Watcrland's 7 


' Obſerv. bius s. One of the Tam Paſſages cited in the 

Ef XIV. place referred to, is indeed the words of Marcellus, 

: but expreſſing nothing more than what Euſchiu 

: admits. The Other paſſage cited in the ſame Place, 
| | (of which the Dr takes No notice,) expreſſes the 

ſame —_ and 1s Enſe bins's s own — | 


5.45. 6. His OR the ( 4) words of Origen, 
. [he ce bath imparted even his Greatneſs, ] inſtead 
of | has imparted even of his Greatneſs ;] has been 
. taken notice of above. Obſervat. II. pag. 25. 
p. 109. Concerning the Paſlage [5s & Nh, o; dee, 
| Toy Teepe, 2 Toy view, SFeparevoey, | I deſire the Intelli. 
gent Reader would compare the Reply to the Dr's 
Firſt Defenſe, p. 83, 84, 85; with his Second 
Defenſe, p. 109, 
-276 Concerning his Abuſe of Another bag in 
397» 
402. which the word 2»4i©- 1s once crept in by a corruption 
of the Copies ; ſee above in Obſervat. VI, the Notes on | 
pag. 63. And compare the Reply to his Firſt Defenſe, p. 
295, with his Second Defenſe, pag. 276, 397 and 402. 
Another remarkable paſſage of the ſame Author, 
cited (5) in the Margin, the Dr complains that I 


7 1 perverted in my Tranſlation ; © the Author not talk- 30 
400. © ing of the Undiſtrattedneſs of Our Aﬀections, but Wl a; 
« the Undivided Worſhip of Father AND Son. Y 
Jappeal here to All who underſtand the Language; An 

whetner fee 

ch Mer: xs A "RENE . l Tis fueradudt ri. ad 


( ) ee 5 p2% Toy 2 TT Neby, 6 2 1 Aug 
pros ti a vegig. 'AYTON r, AIA Tod pool ei O bail 
WL wor, red F:0d A300 10 Topic . | | 
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e haber the words of Origen expreſs, that. the Obſery. 
„Vi #6 bip is to be paid undivided, to the Father XIV. 
„4s to the Son; or that the Whole Worſhip is to be 
© paid undivided, to the Father THROUGH the Son. 
e Se Above, Obſervar. VIII: And the * to the 
by, Firſt Defenſe, p. 3 83. 

In (6) Another Paſſage of the ſame Author, he, 
„ contrary to the nature of All Language, contends 
ad that the word De, ought not to be rendred, 
en Huber Perſon, but Another God: Becauſe “ Ori- 769. 5 
| gen could not pretend to ſay, that the Chriſtians wor- ; 
„ © ſipped no Other Perſon beſides the Father, when, 
li- Wi © immediately after, he owns that they worſhipped both 
„Father and Son. Yet Origen very largely and 
d inc, explains himſelf to mean, that they Did © 
vorſhip the Father only; the Worſhip of Chriſt be- 
ng (according to Origen) no other than the Wor- 
ſhip of the Per/on of the Father, conveyed By and 
Through the Mediatour. See above, Obſervat. 
VII: And the Reply to Dr Waterland' s "9 De- 
faſe bag. 38. 386. 


7. He very frequently, throughout his Whole 5. 231. 
book, cites Novatian as countenancing His Do- paſſin tag 
dine; though Novatian's Whole Book is, in eve- 
ly Page of it, directly contrary to That Doctrine. 

And the Dr himſelf acknowledges, that Novatian 7: 23% 

quently uſes the word [ Deus] in oppoſition to 

[Homo] and not as ſignifying Him who is naturally 

and neceſſarily Supreme in Dominion over AM. 
A 

(6) O fy dr mls vai 4 ifa ven, d Thy zl a 


. 
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| | Obſervations on Dr Watcrland's 
A large and very remarkable Paſſage of This Au- 


XIV. thor, [ cap. 31,] is well worth the Learned Reader; 


WY YG 


* p. 498. 


. 499. 


confidering and comparing. In which paſſage, fays the 
Dr., though Novatian ſpeaks of the SUBFEC+ 


| & TION of the Son, it does not NECESS ARILY 


cc mean any thing more than the YPOLUNT ARY Oe. 
7 conomy which God the Son underwent, aud which 
« would not have been PROPER for the Father him- 
« ſelf to have ſubmitted to, becauſe not SUIT ABLE 
e fo the ORDER of the Perſons. * To Novatian's 


whole Senſe, nothing could have been more RON 


than This Repreſentation. 
In citing the Paſſage here referred to, it had been 
taken notice of, that inſtead of the words, inequali- 


tate Divinitatis ; the Senſe manifeſtly requires, it 
_ fhould be read either, æqualitate Divinitatis, or in 


ro on  Divinitatis. This, the Dr ſays, is 
« pon ſome ſlender Suſpicions, againſt the Faith of 
cc the Copies; And © Conjectural Emendations 
« ought never to be admitted, but upon the greatf 
« Neceſſity,” How great the neceſſuy, and how 
far from ſlender the Suſpicions were, will appear to 
Reader who pleaſes to compare what was alleged 1n 


the Reply to the Dr's Firſt Defenſe, p. 490. I can 


9.499. 


& 2765. 
ain. in Origen; how ill, I fay) this becomes 


here add, that the words, [ aut inequalitate divini- 


ratis, | together with the preceding ¶ aut, ] are an- 
ing m Frobens Copy. Nor ought it, by the way, 


to paſs unobſerved, how ill the Crying out againſt 


Conjettural Emendations (in This, and in the like ſin- 
gular caſe of an unparallelled uſe of the word 


the Mouth of an n who, without any = 
tenſe 


a "op 2 ” 9 6G W : . A — * 4 
<< * TY 7 n * — * 
* WI. -& we 
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Mary Places of whoſe: Writings That Word i is the 
maſt pertinent and ſignificant that can be. 

With regard to Novatiar, I deſire only this One 
thing further; that the Capable Reader would be 
pleaſed to obſerve, what a number of the frrongeſs 
ad maſt expreſſ ve words that could be collected to- 
gether, are by the Doctor melted down into the emp- 


| wech of Nothing. 


chung arxes, with regard 40 the Notions of Sabellius: r 
Alen of Learning, ” ſays the Dr, kyow that the 
* word, æej rene, has been 7 ametimes uſed to ſugnify 
« auly a Appearance, or Manifeſtations or Charac- 
ter: But then the word, me rare, HAS 


* REEW likewiſe uſed to 1 nißy tne ſame with hy- 


« poſtaſis, 4 real Perſon.” True: But not till 
_—y Later times, except only in  Hippolyrus ; ; who 
from this very thing, as well as by Many other Marks, 
appears and is confeſſed to be an interpolated Writers 
. "+ all things, fays Dr Vaterland in the place 
here referred to, ** there is nothing more contemp- 
c. tible among Men of Senſes than ny about 
te Wards. 22 


9. 3 tranſlating the work of Dior 7us o Rome, 
cited by Athanaſius; the Dr renders, 25 &ywr atv 
ris:Mozpyus, © the ſacred Doctrine of the Unity, ” 
Wl nad of, * Sacred Pettrine 7 the Monurc iy. 
1 * Which 


ty Sounds of Firſt and Second, merely in the order (or 


bo 7 den of the terms luer ęqc g and 
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wk at al from Manuſcripts, is deſirous to change Obſerv. 
the word Avi. in All the Antient Writers, in XIV. 


p. 4970 


p. 212. 


p. 114. 
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Obſerr. Which Monarchy, or Supremacy of Him who in 


5.123. 


Tl P. 152, 


all. 


That very ſentence is ſtyled [3 narize rarodroy] 


God the Father Supreme in Dominion over All; is a 
thing totally different from, and inconſiſtent with, 
what Dr Faterland means by © The Unity; ” 
Though it is very conſiſtent with Diony/rus's notion 
of the Trinity; even ſuppoſing there be No Ai. 
ſtake in the repreſenting of his Senſe from Citations 
only at ſecond hand; his Own works being loſt. 


10. The words of Euſebius, Tpitzs 4 mis dd & d. 


Yairev Pires iprapion, are thus wonderfully rendred by 
the Doctor; «© the Trinity Compatted of a nature 


ec that had no Beginning and is Uncreated :* Whereas ; 
tis notorious the word wax; was always appropri- 
ated to the Father; and the aflerting vp: «pov, was | 


always condemned even by the Poſt-Nicenes in all 
times. The words, @neye; xa: &yirmre; Por, do 


therefore neceſſarily denote the unoriginate and unds- 
rived Nature of the Father; And the word, iprqum, 


ſignifies properly a connexion of things or perſons, 
one depending on or derived from another. 

Upon another Paſſage of the ſame Author, the 
Dr contends that the words, & ww 6 in du, 42 i 
zxeivov 0ir4g5;, mean only that the Son ©© is not the Su. 
« preme Father. That is to ſay : Euſebius, when 
he affirmed that the Son as Not Supreme over all, 


meant by thoſe words to affirm that the Son Was 


Supreme bver all, but not Supreme FAT HER over 


Upon occaſion of certain Critical Obſervations 


of This Author, the Dr has the following * 
- - Go „j ·1'1q¹ 0 ²˙¹AmAAA "ICON AT NE 4 7 di 2 
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60 I diſpute not whether als may expreſs the Primary Obſerv. 


„ efficient Canſe ; It expreſſes as much Efficiency as i 
&« or ts: Which is ALL I am concerned for. And 
again in the ſame Page: © 7 allow that the Father is 
« Primarily Creator, and the Son Secondarily or 
te Subordinately : Nor is it Any Argument 
« againſt the Son's being Cauſe, Creator, or God, in 
« the SAME HIGH and Full Senſe of thoſe words 
At the Father. What an Anſwer This is to the 
Argument that was alleged, the Reader will judge, 
if he pleaſes to compare the Reply to the Dr's Firſt 
Defenſe, pag. 6, 13» 19, 185, and 319. 2p 


11. The words of Gregory Ny en, Ar: wwl 1 
dsf All ova3Iav, dur ic N f Vi- HN 1018, 
the Doctor Thus tranſlates; © Neither let us diſ- 
e ſolve the immediate Connexion, BY conſidering the 
e Mill in the Generation. As if the Author meant 
to ſay, that Conſidering the Will of the Father in the 


Generation of the Son, would be a Diſſolving of the 


immediate connexion between them. Whereas the evi- 
dent Senſe of the words is, that the Will of the Fa- 
_ ther IS So to be conſidered in the Generation of the Son, 


as not to diſſolve the immediate Connexion between them. 


12, The Dr's Inference from the words of Cyril, 


(which I have cited abave, Obſervat. I. pag. 7.) 
i as remarkable an Inſtance of the Strength of Pre- 
Judice, as (I think) I ever met with. From a Paſ- 
lage wherein [the *AvSwrmn $ooiz] the original and 
ſupreme Authority is expreſſly declared to be reſerved 
de the Father, in that the Son created things [ nareg; 


R 2 BouYivres | 


XIV, 
p. 181. 


p. 303, 
304. 


p- 338. | 


. n 
LOW oe 
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Ob — en Dr — &c. 


XIV. the Command of the Father : From This very Pal- 
( * * ſage (I fay) the Doctor this infers; © If there is 


&« Any thing to be ſuſpected of Cyril, tis rather his 
« excluding the Father from being Creator, than the 


86 Sou from being efficient. $1 


But I forbear to multiply Inſtances of This Kind: 
To Dnlearned Readers, This Head cannot but be 


 Tedious. The Learned, who ſhall think it worth 


their Trouble to compare the Books, will find, that of 
the Dr's Quotations even out of Later Writers, there 


are very Few Paſſages; out of the Ante Nicene Writers, 
perhaps not One; in which he has not either mi/repre- 


ſented the Senſe of the Author, or made ſome incon- 
ſequent Deduction from it. 
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0 SERVAT. . 


Cancerning Dr 'Watcrland's  Difficaly, of 


 wnderflanding what 15 meant » the 
words, 3 Cc. e 0g; 


OBSERVAT. X. 


Concerning Dr Waterland's Argument 


drawn from his Suppoſed Difficulties 
i conceiving the Divine Omnipre- 


ſence. a 5 > 


 OBSERVAT. XI. 


* of God the Father.” 106. 
0 B 8 ER v. A T. XL. 


Concerning De W kind s manner 0 


putting his Own Particular Explications 
of a Doctrine, in the place of the Do 
arine itſelf to be explained, III 


6. 
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BOOKS Printed for IA MES KNA Prox, 
at the Crown in dt. Pauls. Church Vard. 


SLFRED, an Epick Poem. By Sir Rich. Black- 
ore, Kt. MD  - _- 8 
Artificial Clock-maker. A Treatiſe of Watch 
and Clock Work. By . Der ham, M. A. 

. R. 53. 3d Ed: Price 15. 6d. 
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\ * 7 
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\ 4 
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| ty of Oxford, 120. price 6d. 
Anacreon Teius Poet. Lyricus, Gr. & Lat. Edit, Joſua Barnes, 
S8. T. B. Ed. 2da. 120. Cantabr. | 
Sir R. Blackmore's true and impartial Hiſtory of the Conſpita- 

cy againſt K. William the Third in 1695. price. 28 6d. 

Boſſu's Treatiſe of Epick Poetry, 2 Vols. 120. 
Boctace s Novels Eng. 3vo. e wu 
Dr. Benner's Paraphraſe on the Common-Prayer. 2d Ed. 8yo. 


Rights of the Clergy of the Chriſtian Church, 
Confutation of Popery. 33 IE 
— Abridg.of the Lond. Caſes againſt the Diſſenters, 8v0, 
Two Letters to Mr. Robinſon about Liturgies. 
Boyer's French and Engliſh Dictionary. 8vo. 

French Grammar. 8 

Bp. Blackall's Sermons, 2 Vols. Fol. 

Dr. Bates's Works. Fol. OY 
Bp. Burnet on the XXXIX. Articles. Fol. 

Paſtoral Care. 2 | 
ift. of the Reformation in three Vols. Fol. 

enn=— Abridgm.of the Hiſt. ofthe Reformation, 3 Vols. 120. 
— Life of the Earl of Rocheſter. £ 
Boſman'sDeicription of the Coaſt of Guinea, with Cutts, &. 
Blagen's Cæſars Commentaries, Eng. 

Beveregii Inſtitutionum Chronologicarum Libri duo, una cum to- 
tidem Arithmetices Chronologice Libellis, 8 vo. Ed. Tertia. 
The Hiſtory of the Reformation in the Low Countries, by C. 

rard Brandt. Tranſlated from the Original Low Dutch. in 

4 Vols. folio. 3 | 
Dr. Clagert's Sermons on ſeveral * In Two Vol. d vo. 
Cole's Latin and Engliſh Dictionary, 8vo. 5 lich 

Chillingworth's Works, Fol. The Seventh Edition. Inw 

are added two Letters never before printed. 

Biſhop Coſinss 0-4 — 120. | 
Calamy's Sermons, 8vo. Ez x 
Collection of ſeveral — ee, ac 10. Now re- 

printed together. 8 vo. price Is. Gd. 

e e er the beſt Companion in the Cloſet as well as 

in the Temple. The Fifteenth Edition. price 15. ooks 
Cave's Lives of thePrimitiye Fathers, Fol. 2 


Aſpinwall's Preſervative againſt Popery, pr. 13. 
—_— — or the Humours of the — 


books printed for J. uur rox. I 39 


300Ks writtenbySAMUEL CLARKE D. D. Rector 
of St James's Weſtminſter. | 


Sermons at Boyles Lectures on the Being and Attributes of 
God, the Obligations of Natural Religion, and the Truth and 
Certainty of the Chriſtian Revelation. The Fifth Edition. 

ice 65, | 

APara hraſe on the four Evangeliſts. Two Vols 870. The 
Fourth Edition. price 126. | 

Three Eſſays, on Baptiſm, Confirmation, and Repentance, 
ah Ed. 120. price bound 15. or 116 for 51. 

Sermons on ſeveral Occaſions. 

A Collection of Papers between Mr Leibnitx and Dr Clarke, 
rating to the Principles of Natural Philoſophy and Religion, 
dyo. price 6s, | 

A Letterto Mr. Dodwel, concerning the E of the 
Soul, with four Defenſes, c. The Fifth Edit. pr. 

The Scripture-Docrine of the Trinity: Wherein 1 the 
Texts in the New Teſtament relating to that Doctrine, and 
the principal Paſſages in the Liturgy of the Church of England 
ve collected, compared and explained. The Segond Edition, 
810, price 6s. 

A Letter to the Reverend Dr Wells, in Anſwer to his Re- 
marks, price 15. 

AReply to the Objections of Robert Nelſon Efq; and of an 
anonymous Author againſt Dr. Glarke's Scripture· Doctrine ofthe 
Trinity, exc. 8 VO. price 45. 
| Jacobi Rohaulti Phyſica. Latine vertit recenſuit, NC. S. Clarke, 

8. T. P. Editio Warte, Pret. 8s. 


1— EEIET 


— 


_— — 


E QUN CLARKE, D. D. Prebendary „ 
and — in Ordinary to His 3 


Sermons at Bo le's Lectures, of the Cauſe and Origin of Na- 
tra and Moral Evil. In Two Vol. 8vO. price 88. 

Crotius of the Truth of the Chriſtian Religion, illuſtrated 
with Notes by Mr. Le Clerc. Tranſlated into Engliſh. The Se- 
cond Edition, with Additions. _— 25. Gd. 

Rohault's Syſtem of Natural Philoſophy ; illuſtrated with 
Dr. Samuel Clarke's Notes. Taken moſtly out of Sir Iſaac 
Newton's Philoſophy, with Additions. Done into Exgliſþ by 
John Clarke, D. D. In Two Vols. 8yo. price 10 s. 
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Collection 


140 BOOKS printed for J. KNA rom. 
Collection of Queries, wherein the moſt material ObjeQions 
alleged againſt Dr. Clarke's Scripture- Doctrine of the Trigi. 

ty, ate propoſed and anſwered. Price 25. 

Chriſtian's beſt Guide. 8 vo. 

De Chales's Elements of Euclid, explained in a new but moſt 
eaſy Method. The Sixth Edition. 8vo. 

Ciceronis Orationes in Uſum Delph. 9 o. 

Orationes Selectæ 120. 

Confeſſio Paſtorum Remonſtrantium ſuper Arriculis. Eccleſia 4 ie 4. 
glicana, 120. Pret. Is. 6d. 

Creech's Lucretius Lat. 8 vo. 

Dougharty's General Gauger; or the princi ples and Pradtices of 
gauging Beer, Wine, and Malt; laid down more metho- 
dically than any Performance of this Kind yet extant, The 
Third Edition. Price 25. 

Dampier's Voyages round the World. Three Vols. $70, 
6th Ed. Price 18s, | 

Devil of a Wife, A Comedy, 120. Price 15. 

D Eſtrades Memoirs, Three Vols. 8vo. 

Difficulties and Diſcouragements which attend the S of the 

Scripture in the Way of private Judgment. Pr. 69. 

Diſſuaſive from enquiring into the Doctrine of the Trinity: Or, 

the Difficufties and Diſcouragements which attend the Stu- 
dy of that Doctrine. Price od. 

Dictionary of all Religions, ancient and modern. Whether 

Fewih, Pagan, Chriſtian or Mahometan, The Second Editi- 

on, with large Additions. Price 55 
Dr. Davenant on the publick Revenues and Trade of England, 
. Two Vols. 8 Vo. 

— 1 kEſſaay on probable Means of making People Gai- 
ners on the Ballance of Trade. 8vo. 

— l our on Grants and Reſumptions. 8vo. 
— — kEſſays on the Ballance of Power, Peace and 
War, and Univerſal Monarchy. - 8vo. 

Eſſays on Peace at Home and War Abroad. 8v0, 

TD ickionarium, Ruſticum, e Botanicum; Or, a Dictionary of al 
Sorts of Country-Affairs, c. 8vo. price 65. 

Duttor Hifboricus, Two Vols. 8 o. | 

Echard s Gazetteer: Or News-Man's Interpreter. In two Parts. 

The Twelfth Edition. 

Terence in Engliſh. 120. | 

— Hiſt. and Poetical Dictionary. 120. 

Engliſh Expoſitor. 120. 

Ellis de 39 Articulis. 120. Lat. OLIN 
Funnell's Voyage round the World, containing an en 0 
Capt. Dampuer's Expedition into the Sour b-Seas in e e 

1704. With Mapps, Cutts, e. 

_—— $ e yu EY 120, Femalo 


: 


| 


Female InftruQor, 120. Price 25. ; 


BOOKS printed for J. Kwavron, 14 


Fortune-Hunters, a Comedy. 120. Price 15. 

Fair Quaker of Deal, a Comedy. 120. Price 12. | 
Fynch's accurate Tables for Gauging. Price 6d. 1 9815 
Goodman s Penitent pardoned. 8vo. l 
Winter Evening Conference. 8 vo. 

. dld Religion. 120. | 

Garretſon's _ Exerciſes. 120. 

Gameſter, a omedy, 120. Price 18. : | 
Godfather s Advice to his Son. Price 3d. or 100 for Il. 
Government of the Paflions, 120. Price 18. 


Gentleman inſtructed in the. Conduct of a virtuous and happy 


Life. The Eighth Edition. 8vo. Price 6s. 
Gregory's Nomenclatura. Lat. & Exg. 


Gloſſographia Nova Anglicana. 
Gre de Veritate Religionis Chriſtiana. 
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By the Righe Set 1 in God BexjaMn HoaorLy, | 


p. D. Lord Biſhop of Salisbury. 


The Reaſonableneſs of Conformity to the Church of Eng- 
land, and Defenſe of Epiſcopacy. The 3d Edition. Price 6s. 

The Original and Inſtitution of Civil Government diſcuſſed. 
840. Price 5s. 

Eighteen Diſcourſes concerning the Terms of Acceptance 
with God. The Second Edition. Price 5s. 

Several Tracts formerly publiſhed, now collected into one 
Vol. 8 vo. Price 6s. | 
The Meaſures of Submiſſion to the Civil Magiſtrate cond: 

dered The Fifth Edition. Price 3s. 
A Preſervative againſt the Principles and practices of the 


Nonjurors, c. The Fifth Edition. price 1s. 


The Nature of the Kingdom or Church of Chriſt, A Ser- 
mon preach d before the King. Mar. 31. 1717. The Fiftcenth 
Edition. price 4d. | 

An Anſwerto the Rev. Dr. Snape's Letter. price 64. 

An Anſwer to the Repreſentation drawn up by the Com- 
mittee of Convocation. The Second Edition. price 44. 

An Anſwer to a Calumny caſt on the Biſhop, By Dr. Sher - 


lock. price 3d. | 
An Anfwer to Dr. Sherlock's Condition and Example of our 
Saviour vindicated, price Is. 
An Auſwer to Dr. $herloct's Vindication of the Corporation 
and Teſt-Acts. price 3s* Gd. 
2 to Dr. Hare s Sermon, and to the Lord Biſhop 
of Oxford's Poſtſcript. price 3s. 6d. 
dix Sermons on ſeveral Occaſions. | | Hale“: 
— Fea) —— — — — — — 
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142 BOOKS printed for J. Knaeron, 


Hales's (of Eaton) Tracts. 120. price 25. 6d. ; 
HowelP's Hift. Bible with Cutts. T Vols. 8 vo. 

Hache 's Collection of Voyages. 850. 

Hatton s Pſalter. 120. | 

Hudibras 120. 

Hatton 's Merchant's Magazine. 4to. 

Comes Commercii or the Traders * 77. ey 


Auer s Deſcription of Paradiſe. 120. 


Hiſtory of Foſeph, a Poem with Cutts. price 3s. 

Huygens's Celeſtal Worlds diſcovered, or Conjectures concern - 
ing the Inhabitants, Plants, and Productions of the — 
the Planets. The Second Edition. price 33. 


Howard's Cookery. 120. 


Hiſtory of England faithfully extracted from authentick Records 
and approved MSS, and the moft celebrated Hiſtories of this 


Kingdom. With the Effigies of all the Kings and Queens. 
The 5th Edition much improved, particularly by a Conti. 


nuation of the Hiftory to the 8th year of "A George, 
In two Vols. 8vo. pr. 125- 
Hodder's Arithmetick. 120. 
Horatius in uſum Delph. 8vo. 
Harris's Lexicon Technicum 2 Vols. Fol. 
Homeri Iliados Liber primus Gr. Lat. Silvani. pret. 1s. 64. 
Dr. Feffery's Sermons on ſeveral Subjects, Bvo. pr. 55. 


Fackſon's Examination of Mr. Nye's Articles of the Divine U- | 


nity exc. price 1s. 
m—Gronds of Civil and Eccleſiaſtical Government 
briefly confidered. price 18. 
Juvenal cum notis Farnabii. 


| Kertlewell's Works in Two Vols. Fol. 


on the Sacrament. 8vo. 

2. ꝗÆ. on Obedience, 8vo. = 

— Five Diſcourſes. 

Life compiled from the Collections of Dr. Hicks and 
Robert Nelſon Eſq; price 6s. 

Death made com ortable. I20. 


Kenner s Abridgment of Bp. Pearſon on the Creed, 8vo. 


Keay's Meaſurer's Guide, 120. pr. 18. 64. 

Lawrence's Young Surveyor's Guide, or a new Introduction to 
the whole Art of ſurveying Land, both by the Chain and all 
Inftraments now in Uſe. The Second Edition. price 35. 

Lawrence's Chriſtian Morals. 8va. pr. 4. 64. 

of Chriſtian Prudence. 8vo. pr. 4s. 

Lite of the Emperor Leopold, 8vo. 

Litzleton's Dictionary. 4to 

Lowthorp's Abridgment of the Philoſ. Tranl. 3 Vols. 4to. 

Lencafhir: Witches, a Comedy. 120. 

Longinus de Sublimitate Gr. Lat. Oxon, 
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BO OES printed for J. KNarTON, 143 

Modeſt Plea for the -Baptiſmal and Scripture-Notion of the 
Trinity, in two Parts. price 8 3 | . 

Malls Compleat Geographer: Or the Chorography and Topo- 

phy of all the known Parts of the Earth. Illuſtrated with 

Maps of every Country, ec. The 4th Edit. in one Vol. Fol. 

Moreland's Vade-mecum 120. pf. 25. | 5 

Counteſs of Morton's daily Exerciſe, 240. 

Motteux s Don Quixote, Eng. Four Vols, 120. 

Mead's Conſtruction, and Uſe of Maps and Globes. 8 vo. 

Miſcellanea Curioſa. 3 Vols. 8 vo. 

Medulla Hiſt Anglican a. 8 vo. | | 

Minncins Felix ex Recenſione, J. Davilii. 8 vo. Cantab. 

Otway s Plays, 2 Vols. 120. 

Ollyfe on the Church Catechiſm. Two Vols. 8yo. 

Oroonoko, a Tragedy. 120. pr. 1s. 

Ovidi Metamorphoſis in Uſum Delph, 

—Epiftole in Uſum Delph. : 

Puffendorf's Introduction to the Hiſt, of Europe, 8vo. price 6s. 

— Introduction to the Hiſt, of Aſia, &c. 8vo. price 58. 

Pv;rer's Greek Antiquities. Two Vols. 8vo. price 12s, 

Bp. Patrick's Devout Chriſtian. 20... 6 

— Chriſtian Sacrifice. 120. 

—ů— HMenſa Myſtica. 8 vo. 

— Plſfalms. 120. 

—Acdvice to a Friend. 120. | 

Help ſor Young Communicants, 240. 

Puſſendorf de Officio Hominis & Civis. Cantab. 

Pilonniere's Anſwers to Dr. Snape, Mr. Mills, &c. 5 

Reflections upon Learning, wherein is ſhewn the Inſufficiency 
thereof, in its ſeveral Particulars: In order to evince the 
Uſefulneſs and Neceſſity of Revelation. 5th Edition. By a 
Gentleman. 8vo. price 4s. | TEE 

Ruſhworth's Hiſtorical Collections. 8 Vols. Fol. 

Richardſon's Account of the Statues, Bas-reliefs, Drawings and 
Pictures in Italy, &c. with Remarks. 8vo. price 6s. | 
Reply to Dr. Waterland's Defenſe of his Queries. Wherein is 
contained a full State of the whole Controverſy: And every 
Particular alleged by that learned Writer is diſtinctly conſide- 
red, 8vo. price 6s. | | i 

Reſcommon and Duke's Poems, 8YV0. 

Salmon's Sydenham's 8 Eng. 8vo. pr. 6s. 

State Tryals. Four Vols. Fol. 

Surgeon's Aſſiſtant. 8vo. price 262. 

Dr. Sacheverel's Rights of the Church, price 18. 

Dr. Stanhopes St. Auſtin's Meditations. 8vo. 5 
— — Thomas a Kempis of the Imitation of Chriſt, 8 vo. 
— lube ſame in 110. 


Shadwell's Plays, Four Vols. 120. 
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' Defenſe of the Biſhop of Bang a 

2 efenſe o 0 or” $ Propo 

min hig Sermon. 8vb. price 17 . N 
2 * — Reply to Dr Waterlant's Objetions Ain Dr 

' Whitby Dif ſorionts bras 8vo. 5 ce 1 6. 

— — Second part of a Re — 4 to 8 oer 

ons againſt Dr Whirby's Diſc aden price 2 8. 

The Caſe of Subſcription to be IX den l Oc⸗ 
caffoned by Dr Waterland's Caſe of Arias Subſcription. pr. 6d. 

A Reply to Dr Waterland's Supplement to the Caſe of Arian 
Subſcription. Being a Defenſe of the Caſe of Subſcription 

to the XXXIX Articles. price 6d. 

Three Letters to Dr. Clarke from a Clergyman of the 
Church of England: Concerning his Scripture-Dotine 
of the Trinity. With the Doctor's Replies, publiſhed by the 

Author of the ſaid three Letters. price 6 d. 

Reflections n the preſent Controverſy concerning the Tini 

'ty. price 

'A Letter to the Right Hon. the Earl of Norringham, occaſio- 
ned by a late Motion made by the Arch-Deacon of London, 
for the City Clergy to return their Thanks to his Lordſhip 
for his Anſwer to Mr. Whiſtop. By a Curate of London. 
price 6d. The 2d. Edit. 

An Account and Confutation of the Dodtrine of the Sabel- 

tans. 8vo. price 6d. ' 

The External Peace of the Church only attainable by a Zeil 
for Scripture in its juſt Latitude, and by a mutual Cha- 
rity, not by a pretence of Uniformity of Opinions. price 13. 
Letter to Dr Mangey, occaſioned by his Sermon, intituled, 

Plain Notions, ec: price 4d. 7 

FR aol Letter to Dr Man 770 rice 6 d. 

An Eſſay on impoſing an cribing Articles of religion 

By Pbilel, Cantabrigienſis. price T s. 

"The Falſe Notion of a Criſtian Priefthood, and the Pretences 
to Sacerdotal Oblation, Interceſſion, genediction and Au- 
thoritative Abſolution, c. examined and confuted, being 
an Anſwer to Mr Law's Second Letter to the Biſhop of 

Bangor. By Philel. Cantabrig. price 1s. 

Three Diſcourſes: : One, A Defenſe of Private Judgment. The 
Second, Againſt the Authority of the Magiſtrate over Con- 
| ſcience. The Third. Some Conſiderations concerning the 
re-uniting of Proteſtants. By Philel. Cantabr, price 1 5. 

An Account of all the Conſiderable Pamphlets in the Con- 
troverſy between. the Biſhop of Bangor and others. With 
Remarks. price 6d. _ 

A ee of the Account of Pa mphlets, C. 

c ice 4 

An Account of all the conſiderable Books and Pamphlets in 
the © concerning the Trinity, with Remus 

pot 6 d. | 


